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5 PHIL LE TRE CANTABRIGIENSIS- | | 
Oui r wirunt quid uagque de re "inf ; ſentiamus, ee 
id faciunt, quam meceſſe eſt : Non enim tam aut horita: 
tis in Mi n g momenta querenda 


funt. ay n oleft þ e tis qui diſcere volunt, 
_ artboritas eorum qui Zoe profitentur : Deſmunt enim 
ſuum judicium e, idg; babent ratum, quod ab eo 


nem ant catum vident. 
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ker Siri 


E Second Defents 6F your Noti- 
con of the Trinity falling lately into 
my Hands, I was ſorry to find the 

Controverſy [which is of ſo great 


forth to ſuch a Length, as, I am 


afraid} will weary moſt Readers, and be . can. 


ſider'd but by fen. 
After you had ſeen the Strength of whey your 


Adverſaries had to reply, you wou'd, I was in 
hopes; have ſhorten'd the Diſpute, by reducing ir 


to the main Points of which it conſiſts, thoſe in 


which Chriftian Faith and Practiſe are principal- 


ly concerned, and which, I think, might be ſum'd 


up in a few Particulars; 


by. 
2 


Importance to Religion] carried 


1 

But ſince you have thought fit to make a large 
Defenſe of every Thing you had treated of before, 
and which had been largely conſider d and re- 
3 ply d to by your learned Adverſary, I ſhall leave 
LY the-Rejoinder on your Adverſary's Part to be ma» 
DS: nag d by that able Hand; and only take rhe Liber- 
ty to conſider briefſy, in a ſhort and ſtrict 'argu- 
mentative Way, the three \Queſtions under which 


the Trinity, according to your own Notion and 
5 Explication of it. 

I I own, I was glad to find, after reading more 
4 than Five Hundred Pages, that your ſelf had 


hr bh, 
8 


and in bree Queſtions, and had engag d is 
be ſatisfy d, if a Reply can be made to them. 
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more eaſily give me leave to debate with . I N mh \ 
Points which you have propos d to be argued, in a 
Free ind open Way: And as I intend to be very 
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khink any Thing that L offer worthy your Reply, 
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1 5 1 | cancer In this * F 
o } e016, 7 : 4 ; 

T a ſhall * ( ſo you, Page 32 * * . 
« ſerving how eaſy a Thing i it may be to reduce 


', this 


you have reduc'd and compriz d the Doctrine of 


ſtated the whole of your own Caſe in her Pages, 


As I uwill not deny but the Method you ite 
propot's, is rational and fair; ſo you will [the 


frank and plain; ſo J hope that you, if you ſhall 
will uſe the een Wy e * * 
Lou conclude your Book wich Fanning up the 


” bs __ 


| T & this d dwery in into a fall Compaſs ; ; if Men 
2 © will but come- ſincerely to it, and keep doſe to 


© the principal Points in Queſtion. | The moſt con 


| s venient Method, and moſt natural Order of En- 
E quiry would, IL conceive, be chis following one. 
Nit, What the Doctrine to be examin d is? 
aun Sond, Whether it be pere N 
ra © Third, Wie it r 5 855 a 5 


© Ta ſes your 2 Notion St 10 55 ant 

theſs three 2" ng We Viz, 
7 „ - 

0 rt, That * * is God (in the fieig 

« * Senſe of neceſſarily Exiſting, as oppos'd to preca- 

« rious Exiſtence) and the Son God, and the Holy 

© -Ghoſt God, in the ſame Senſe of the Word God. 


Sen the Father, nor the Holy Ghoſt either Father 
0 or Son: They are diſtin, ſo that one is not the 
* other; that is, as we now term it, they are 'Three 


E up to one. 


* Thirdly, Theſe Three, 1 diftinf eval 


cc «© One G od. 
41 
1 thus flared your Dogrine./ you propos 
the Queſtion about the Poſſ my 01 it, under Thios 


other Queſtions, Vine 


* 5 4 
1 


* t. Whes 


*, Secondly, That the Father is not the Sov, nor the 


c diftinf# Perſons, and'two at them: analy xetargd | 


© to be three Perſons, are yet united enough to * | 


46] 


23 0 t; Whether there can be This Perſons wie 

& ily Exiſting ? 

2. Whether Three uch Perſons. can be One 
© God, in the Nature of the Thing it ſelf, or upon 
* the Foot of mere natural Reaſon ? 

* 3. Whether they can be One God, confiftetitly 
with any data in Scripture, any Thing plainly 
laid down in ſacred Writ; as ſuppoſe, n 
tion, , Miſf on, Generation, bee 7h 


Cc 


A 


Now in er to a | Reply The rt Queſtion 
concerning the Poſſibility of your Doctrine, Dix. 
Whether there can be three Perſons neceſſarily Exiſting, 
being, I take it, different from the firſt Doarinie 
laid down (on which yet it is built) namely, That 
the Father is God (in the ſtrict Senſe of neceſſarily 
Exiſting, as oppos'd to precarious Exiſtence) and the 
Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt God, in the ſame Senſe of 
the Word God (becauſe if it was poſſible for Three 
Perſons neceſſarily to exiſt, it would not at all 
follow, that that Doctrine was paſſblie) I ſhall 
therefore, in Reply to the Po bility of the Os 
ctrine, make two > Enquiries: | 5 


% 


4 


L. Whether i it is true, or poſſible, That 5 a Fa- 5 
© ther is God [in the ſtrict Senſe of neceſſarily Exiſt- 
ing, as oppos'd to precarious: Exiſtence] and the 
© Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt God, in. the ſame 
« * Senſe of rhe Word God? 


2. Whes 


1 
2. Whether there can be three Perſons neceſſu- 
rily Exiſting ? 


1. As to the firft e 1 Luke! it for — 
before one can know certainly what any Doctrine 
is, or whether it is, or can be true; that it is ne- 
ceſſary to have a clear and diftin& Perception of 
the Terms in which it is ſtated or expreſs c. 
Now in the Doctrine here by you ftated, there 
are two Terms which ftand in need of Explication, 
in order to know the diſtinct Senſe of the Doctrine 
contain d under ow viz. neceſſarily Exiſting, and 
Same. b 1 
. Neceſſary Exiſtence ks an eſſential and primary At- 


tribute of God; by primary, I mean, that Attri- 
bute or Property of God, which is primarily and 
principally conſider d by. us in our Conception of 
| God; and which is conceiv'd to be, as it were, the 


Ground and Foundation of all the other Divine At- 
tributes or Perfections, they being all neceſſarily. 


Exiſtem: And when we aſcribe neceſſary Exiſtence to 


God upon the Principles of natural Reaſon, we 
are always ſuppos'd to mean, that God exiſts by 
Neceſſity of Nature, abſolutely without any Cauſe of 
his Exiſtence, underi vd, independent; and that he. 
is the Frumain, 8 and fe Cauſe of all 
Things. 

This I take to be the true Notion of God, as 


founded upon the Principles of Nature and Rea- 


fon ; and that this is the Senſe in which the One Gd 
and 


11 
ard Father of aft, ubo is alone al (Epheſ. ir. 6.) The 
One God, the Father, of whom are alt Thing 0 Cor. 
viii. 6.) is God, upon the Principles both of natu- 
ral and reveal'd Religion. 
No this being the ftirift * Cn Senſe þ” 
* Exiſting, in which Senſe, I take it for cer- 
rain (and that you will not diſpute ĩtq that the Na- 
ther is God; it hence plainly follows, that if tlie Sn 
and Sprit are each in their diſtinf{ Perſons God, in 
the ſame Senſe of the Word God, or in the ſtriũt 
Seuſe of uecefſarily Exiſting; then neither have they 
abfolutely any Cauſe of Exiffence; then do they, 
in like manner, exiſt by Neceſſity of Nature, and 
riv'd, independent ; and are the Fitauain, Original, 
and Firſt Cauſe, of all Things; and in Scripeity 
Language are each the oze God, the Facher, of uin 
are all Things; the one God and Father of all, ua ig 
above. all. In this Senſe therefore, of neceſſarily. 
Exrfting, your Doctrine is not, and cannot, poſſi- 
bly be true; and you muſt mean ſomething elſe hy 
peceſſarily Exiſting, and the Son and Spirit being God 
in the ſame Senſe of the Word God. Tour Senſe of 
neceſſarily Exiſting, as applied to the San and Spirit, 
cannot be the ſirif# Senſe of the Word, as applied 
to God, in all Philoſophical Reaſaning upon the Be- 
ing and Attributes of God; but ſome other Senſe 
that is merely THeolggical: And by it, in your Books, 
you explain your ſelf to mean, æ neceſſary Generation, 


which you had rather call Derivation, Emanation, 
or what ſeems moſt to pleaſe you, an crernal, neceſſa- 
: y F 70 


151 

i Reference of the Son anch Spirit bp to God the Father; 
as Head, "Root, "Pbuntain and Original of them: And 
you do not mean that | they are thus neceſarily.re- 
ferr d, as the Attributes of God are to the Subſtance 
in which they ſubſiſt (which 'won'd amount to the 
firſt and tritt Senſe of neceſſarily Exiſting;)! but by 

Reference" you mean more than this, and that the 
Som and Spirit are truly and really diſtinst Perſaus, 
of diftin& Subſiſtence and are neceſſarily. generated, 
deriv'd, 'or” emaning from the Father, as their Head, 
Noot, muna, and " Oviginal” Cauſe. This is the 
Senſe" of: of > their ' neceſſarily "Exiſting, which is the 
Ground of kheir being God. 
Now this beitig ſo, there is 12 great Ralley i in 
your L Doctrine, which being laid open, ſhows,” that 
Aill it is not, and cannot, poſſibly be true. For by 
the Fathers neceſſarily - Exiſting," you mean one 
Thing; and by the Son's and Spirit's neceſſarily 
Exiſting, you mean another Thing; and you can- 
not ſay the Father is God in the Senſe of neceſſarily 
Exiting; as apply'd to the Son and Spirit; any 
more than they are God in the Senſe of neceſſarily 
Exiſting, as apply d to the Father: For to ſay the 
Father is God in the Senſe of neceſſarily Exiſting, as 
Genifying being neceſſarily generated, deriv d, ema- 
ning, and referr d up to one as Head, Root, Fountain, 
and Original Cauſe, of his Exiſtence ; is, you muſt 
allow, as abſurd, as to ſay the Son and Spirit are 
neceſſarily Exiſting in the ſtrict Senſe, namely, as 
exiſting by neceſſity of Nature, without any Orig 
pi B | 
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nal Cauſe of their Exiſtenoe. Nor cali you-dtledos; 
That the firſt and ſtrict Senſe: of extſſarii Exiſtingę is 
not applicable to Godgconfider'd ſimply and abſolute» 


ly as God, or that God) as God can be ſtrictly and 


properly conſider d withsut ** e g it to 
his Nature. A Sr 

Since therefore you acc a Didingien * 
neceſſary Exiſtence abſolutely without any Oauſe or 
Original, anderiv d, &c. and neceſſartly-Exiftente rey 
latively deriv d, and re dio à Cauſe, &o. the plan 
and unambiguous State of your Doctrine wou 'd have 
been; The Father is God (in the iria: Senſe of 


, abſolute, neceſſary Exiſteuse, without any, Cauſe op 


“Original, underix'd,” Oe. as diſtinguiſn d both | 
* from relative, neteſſary Exi Hence, deriv d and re- 
c ferr'd io a Cauſe; and from precarious Exiftence) 

* and the Son God, and the Holy a e in 


ce the ſame Senſe of the Word God. 


But then there is yet a Flaw, and. ſufceriders 
Contradiction in your Doctrine (which ſhows it 


cannot poſſibly be true) ariſing from the Wouds, 


the ſame Senſe of the Ward Cod. 

For it is evident, if the Father is God in "ly 
Senfe of abſolute neceſſary Exiſtence, as explain d, 
and the Son and Spirit God in the Senſe of relative 


neceſſary Exiſtence, as laid down by your ſelf, and 


which you inſiſt to be a 4 ferent Senſe; they cannot 


be God in the ſame Senſe of the Word God. 
For let the Son and Spirit be God in what Senſe 


foerer,. and let their Nature and Perfections bs 


whats 


\ 
\ 
* . 
o 
4 * 


Is p 4 
harſooren? - ſo long as they: are not neceſarily Ex 
ve in the Senſe in which God, firifly and pro- 
perly conſider d 4s Gad, upon the Principles of na- 
tural Reaſon, is nec ſſariij Exiiſ ent; and ſince they 


da not exiſt abſolutely without a Cauſe of their 


Exiſtence; are not wadetiv'd, iudzpeudent, the Head, 
Noot, 'Riuartgin and Original of - all: of in Scripture 
Stile, the God and Father off all, who is above all, and 
of whon are all Things ; they may be God in fore 
Senſe, in a he Senſe, or any other Senſe; bur in 
the ſame: Senſe ef the Word God in which the Fa. 
ther is Ood, as yorr put it, they cannot beſo: And 
therefore your Doctrine cannot poſlibly be true. 

I would not have ſo mean an Opinion of you, as 
to think, that you will give in for Anſwer, that 
by ſame Senſe of the Word God, you mean in the ſame 
| Senſe of Divine Subſtance, abſtracted from the Con- 
fideration of Perſon : Becauſe that is plainly ſaying 
nothing; for the Argument no Way depends upon 


ſuch a Diſtinction; the Senſe in which the Father is 


God with reſpect to his Divine Sub/Zance, as well as 


Perſon, being, you own, as Uuderiv'd, Head, and 


referr'd to none, &c. And the Senſe in which the Son 
and Spirit are God with reſpe@ to their Divine Sub- 
FFaxce, as well as Perſons, being, you alſo own, as 
deriv'd, and refer d 10 4 Cauſe, &c. So that the 
Senſe in which they at are e God is ftill equally and ovale 


ly different. 
' Further, if you ſhon'd fay, that all the Perfons 


we God dn gh ſame Sonſe, having the ſame neceſſary | 
B 2 Ex- 


T 22 } 


Exiftence, merely as that ſtands oppos d to 

ous Exiſtence, i. e. as having a Stability and Incor- 
ruptibility of Exiſtence : If this was all you meant by 
their neceſſary Exiſtence, {which is; indeed, a very 
different Thing from neceſſary Exiſtence] one might 
allow the Son and Spirit to be zeceflarily. Exiting ; 
and yet their Exiſtence to be a veluntam Thing, or 
By the Will of God. But this will not help you 
out of the Difficulty at all ; becauſe' the Father is 


God in a much higher Senſe. than having merely Sta- 


bility and Incorruptibility of Exiſtence ; the Perfection 
of his Deity is his having that Szability and Incorrupti- 
bility (with all his other Perfections) From none ; ha- 
ving it abſolutely without any Cauſe, ' and being the 
Cauſe of it in all other. Perſons, 800 that thin ad 
is ſaying nothing. | 

What next to ſay for you aſfor 1 mY x -offible” 
prevent 'our miſunderſtanding of each other, and 
thereby lengthning the Debate] to deliver your 


Doctrine from Abſurdity and Self- contradiction, 1 | | 


profeſs ſincerely, I do not know, and muft leave 
the Matter to your Conſideration. | And e W 


2dh, 70 enquire, Whether 4 can ay ks 
Perſons neceſſarily Exiting, in the Nature and Rea- 
ſon of Things. That in Fact the three Perſons, 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are not, and canuot be, 
neceſſarily Exifent, in the ſame Senſe, has been al- 
ready demonſtrated upon common Principles 
| upon on both Sides: Becauſe (to ſum up the 
- | | Mats 


511 

Matter briefly). if by neceſſarily. Exii ing 'yo You. mein 
exiſting by abſolute Neoeſſity of Nature, as 
any Original Cauſe, | wideriv'd,' | independent; '' 8&6: 


then you muſt own that two of the Perſons, as being 
referr'd up to Oue who is the Original Cauſe bf their 
Exiſtence, and being deriv- d; &c: are not noceſſarih 
Exiſting: But if you mean by it, a #elative Neceſſity 
of Nature, reſerr d up to an Head, deriv'd, and ha- 
ving a Cauſe and Original of : Exifterice; ſand des 
theſe Two you muſt mean ;] then you muſt own the 
firſt Perſon, or Father, is not neceſſariſy Exiting gas 
not being referr\d-up to a Head, Cauſe, Der iu d, &c. 
So chat allowing you vhich Senſe you pleaſe to take 
of neceſſarij Exi sim, all the three Perſons; you 
muſt allow, are not, and cannot be, neceſſaril) Rie- 
ing in the ſame Segſe. Whence il goon 
Jo demonſtrate from ſeverat Arguments bbc 
ſor, the Abſurdity, and utter Impoſſibility, of hs 
Exiftence of three nece/arily Existing Perſons; in 
order to which it will be firſt neceſſary to e: 1 tho 
Meaning of the Term, Perſons. , 
By Perſon then you mean, not an Attribute, bur 
(there being no Medium) an acting Subſtance, an 
intelligent Agent (Second Defenſe, Page 175; 366.) 
Three diſtinci Perſons then are, by your own Expli- 
cation, three acting Subſtances, or three Agents, (Se- 
cond Defenſe, Page 367.) I remember you are 
tender of ſaying a Ferſon is a Subftance, you had 
rather ſay. Subſtance without a: arguing there ad 
. from your Adveriaries Notion [as you 
tell 


- 


— 


1 5 


i my Debates with, you, hope you wil not ſtand 


upon the Letter a, which you know has nothing in 


it; and that you will give me leave vo undorſtatid 
you ta mean, that as one Perſon is av'afling H 
Fance, an Agem in the Sagular Number; ſo Dh 
are the plural Number, 5.0. Gbrer a Subftances, 
or 28 you expreſly admit, bree Ago; and that 
you really mean thres acting 
tho nqt ſeparate or diſunitad. And dis you muſt 
mean, becauſe with you the Subſte 
ſon is not the Subſtance of either of the cher, bur 


different ; howſoever of the ſame, Rind, or uni to 


them: Nor do you mean, that they are che Partt 


this Head, when Men have the —_— to be 


candid and open. 
Now, that there cannot be Three meefſaril Exif 


ing Perſons, 1 is as evident, as chat ihene cannot: is! 


T bree Gods. 
1. All nens od; all Chriftian Writars, 


Aut i- Nicene, Nicene, Poſt-Nicene, and all learned 
Moderns [except the Fapiſb and Salellan School» 
men] agree upon common Principles .of Reafox, 
that three Perſons xeceſarily Exifting in the ſtrict 
a the Word, 7.2. . Neceſ 


ſity 


* 


ry for n nnn | 
nothing pads with chat Notion 22 Way os othes 


noe” of one Per- 5 


of one Subſtance, as you charge your Adverſaties 


with. copceiving-in the Omnipreſent Subſtande. 4 6 
take it for granted there can be no Controverſy on 


1 251 
ty of Nature without any Lu or bgm, 2 
, independins; \8&c. are; and muſt be, ande 
flodd to-be Ter Gu. Which by te Waß, 40 
monftrares;.-thar alt ubanimonfly; underſtoo by 
three Perſons, ihres intelligent Beings, e akt 
Subiaucel, Thred vigents ; otherwiſv it wou d be ridia 
culbus $0-fippoſe oe underiv'd intelligent Being 
dne acting Subſtance, ons Agent, thoagh they ct A 
ever o many Perſons, to bò more than G God+ 
And accordingly: the Sabellrans, tlio they proſeſb d 
Father, Soft, and Spirit, to be All anoripivaroii of 
under wu, yet were never thibaght” ta make momãůg 
Gods than One: becuuſs they held but one intelli - 
gem Being, one Ating Subſtunce, ons Agent = 
Ant this is dn⸗KTfR eb to! prove the Perſons t be 
really diſtinct Beings, Subſtanoes or Agents, which; 
7 think, your Adverfarits have not mention d. 
_ +2.) Seeing by three xerefſarily Exiifing Perſons, 
you have explain'd your Notion of them to be, 
threr Supremes ih Nature and Perfactiaur, i. e. three 
Fupremis Perſons, three ſupreme Agents, (Seu Dos 
fenſe; Page 36.) that the Son and Spirit are each 
God ſupreme, God is the ſame, and in as high a Senſe a 
the Father is; this is an Impoſſibility and Contra 
diction to the Nature and Reaſon of Things: For 
chree ſupreme Perſons, equally ſupreme in Nature and 
all Perfections (which is your conſtant Doctrine] ara 
three ſupreme Beings, three ſupreme Agents," three ſus 
Prem God; as certainly and as evidently, as that one 
Supreme Being, Perſon or Agent, is ove ſupreme wy | 
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As in Morality and Religion-there is and dn BE 
no other Notion of ane Supreme God, but one Pers 
ſon, Being or Agent, Supreme in Nature and all 
Perfections; ſo there is and can be no other Notion 
of three Supreme Gods, but three Perſons, Beings, 
or Agents, Supreme in Nature and all perfection 
If you ſuppoſe them CA „ tley 
are yet three Conſubitantial Gods; if bu ſuppoſe 
their Perſons or Sub iſtance Separate,” they are three 
ſeparate Gods; if united, they axe three white 
Gods. For neither Conſubantialiry;: Separation: Gf 


Union, do make their Perſons more or leſs God it 


is being diſtinctly 'Supreric in Nature amd all Perfettn 
ont, that alone enters into the Notion of their being 
each God Supreme, and which rd mn 
Perſons, three Supreme Gods. 

3. Three neceſſarily Exiſting Perſobs.; is an n Impoff 
bility, as being contrary to the 1 un a * 


45 r= Perſoůotn. 0 


The Idea of a ceceffarth Exiftthg Vin Baäug dh. 
Agear, is the Idea of a Perſon; the Suppoſition of 
whoſe: Non-Exiſtence is an expreſs Contradiction: 
This is the common, natural, univerſal Notion of a 
neceſſarily Exiſtent Being, Perſon or Agent: To this 
Notion all are immediately led by the moſt certain 
and evident Principles of Reaſon ; and therefore, as 
certainly as this is the true Idea of one neceſſarily 
Exiitent Perſon, Being or Agent; fo if three ſach 
Perſons cou'd actually Exiſt, it muſt be equally: a 
4233 ſuppoſe the Non · exiſtenee of Three 
as 


1 
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a8 of One: But the ſame Reaſon which dembuſtrates | 
to us the Contradiction of the Suppoſition of the 


Non exiſtence of one neceſſarily Exiſting Perſon; 


Being or Agent; dots by no means demonſtrate to 
us the Contradiction of the Suppoſitior of the 
Non exiſtence of three neceſſarily Exiſting Perſons, 
Beings or Agents; which no doubt it wou'd ds; 


and it is unaccountable to. ſuppoſe otherwiſe, if 


there were, or could be, threes alike ang 
Exiſting Perſons. 

To preſs this Point a litels' more, it muſt be al- 
together unaccountable, and, I think, a plain 
Contradiction, to ſuppoſe three Perſons, Beings of 
Agents, equally Eternal, and neceſſarily Exiſtent, 
and each God in the ſame Senſe ; (and that there- 
fore in Conſequence there muſt be in Reaſon, and 
in the Nature of Things, equally clear Evidence, 
Proof and Certainty of the Exiſtence of each of 


them, as much as of one of them :) And yet that 


natural Human Reaſon from the Beginning of the 
World tb this Day, ſhould never be able to dif- 
cern, or prove with Certainty, the Exiſtence of 
more than one neceſſarily Exiſting Perſon, Being 


or Agent; and ſhould be ſo far from ſeeing the 


Contradiction of the Suppoſition of the Non-ex- 
iſtence of three ſuch Perſons, as never to be able 
to form a clear and diſtin& Notion of three ſuch 
Perſons. There ſeems to me ts be ſomething in 
this Argument fo little ſhort of Certainey; that if 


there can be three neceſſarily Exiſting Perſons, Ex- 


C iſting 


iſting (as you affirm) by the ſame Neceſſity of Na- 
ture, and having all the ſame eſſential Perfeftjons 3 
Reaſon, which ſhows the Evidence, the Certainty, the 
Demonſtration. of One and no more, muſt be reduc'd 
it ſelf to an Abſurdity and Contradictibon. 
- Surely it is Demonſtration, That the Exiſtence 
of but ane All-perfeft, Al- ſuſſicient Perſon, Being 
or Agent, can be neceſſary. [and you. ſuppoſe not 
am Perfection to be 3 in oze of the Perſons which 1s 
not in the others, denying Unoriginateneſs,. which in | 
Wirds, bus not in Realty,} as we ſhall fee, vou 
aſcribe to the Father only, to be a Perfection, Second 
Defenſe, Page 150. ] therefore it is Demonſtration 
that there can be no more than One. 

4. If there cou d be three neceſſarily Exiſting * 
by ſuppoſing two to be deriv'd or originated from 


one; it wou'd follow that there muſt be more than 


two; that there muſt be an infinite Number of ori- 
ginated or deriv d Perſons. TI 

'To ſuppoſe any particular Mader of inches 
Perſons to be neceſſarily Originated, and this necęſ- 
ſary Origination not to be determin'd. hy the Will of 
a ſuperior Agent, [in which Caſe, that which js ſaick 
to be neceſſarily Originated, as Rays from the Sun, 
is not, indeed, neceſſarily Originated, but truly and 
ſtrictly Originated by the Will of the Superior Agent | 


3s to ſuppoſe the Operations of Neceſfity, abſolute, 


Neceſſity, to have Bounds and Limits, and ſo to 
he the Operations of Vill, not Neceſſity, which is 
a ee, For it is the very Nature and 

Eſſenee 
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Eſſence of Weceſſ Ity, abſolute Neceſſity, in Oppoſi- 
tion to WAN, to be capable of no Bounds or Li- 
mits in its Operations ; as its Operations, and the 
Effects or Originations of it, muſt be abſolutely 
from Eternity, becauſe Neceſſary, ſo they can never 
ceaſe of be confin'd, but muſt continue abſolutely 
t0 Etertity, becauſe Neceſſary. "Whereas, on the con- 
trary, it is of the very Nature and Eſſence of V 


in Oppoſition to Neceſſity, that a free Agent can act 


when he wills, and as he wills; and can determine 
and limit the Number and Duration of the Effects of 
his Agency, or the Beings produce d or originated B v 
his Will. So that to ſuppoſe ruo Beings or Perſong 
neceſſarily originated, and no more, is to ſuppoſe their 
Origination and Exiſtence to be Poluntary at the ſame 
Time that ir is declar'd to be Neceſſary; which'is an 
expreſs Contradiction. And therefore, as ſare as 
there is Hot, and cannot, be an infinite Number 
of neceſſarily originated Perſons, ſo Fare thete is — 

This Argument, in part, 1 find, has been put 
by your Adverſaries; and you having never yet, 

I perceive, given any other, Anſwer to it, but 
that in Fact the Thing is otherwiſe, without giving 
any Reaſon, but the Suppoſition of the Truth of 


and cannot be two, or any at all. 


4 your own Hypotheſis; I hope you will now conſider 


ir as it is here ſet forth upon the Principles of Rea - 
ſon; ; and reply, not by taking any Thing for grants 
ed, but by ſhewing the Infufficiency of the Argu- 


ment, from Principles of Reaſon alſo. f 
| C 2 L Seconds % 
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Secondh, Your . Second Queſtion i is, . we 
Turee ſuch Perſons can be one God? | 

Having, I conceive, already prov 'd, that they 
are and muſt be [ſuppoſing it poſſible for three 
ſuch to exiſt at all, which I have prov' d to be im- 
poſſible] three Gods; J might juſtly infer without 


__ farther Reaſoning, that they cannot be one God. 


But notwithſtanding, I ſhall argue directly and di- 
ſtinctly to this Point, and n chat three 
ſuch Perſons cannot be one God. 

But you tell me before hand, Page 505. eicher 
to deter me, or ſave my Labour, e That there is 

te this Reaſon to be given, why it never can be 
3 {done [i. e. you mean, be proy'd, that three 
neceſſarily Exiſting Perſons cannot bg: one God] 

that no certain Principle of Indi ui duaeion ever 
5e has or can be fix d: Upon which alone the Re- 
te ſolution of that Queſtion on the Foot of mere na- 
* tural Reaſon entirely depends. 

This is in other Words ta tell us, That we can 
never prove by Reaſon that three Perſons cannot be 
ane God, becauſe it is impoſſible for us to know 
what is one God. 

This is a melancholy Conſideration mer, that 
che firſt, and moſt fundamental Principle, hoth of 
natural and reveal d Religion, the Unity of God, ne- 
yer has, or never cqu be fi d. That the moſt rea- 
ſonable and wiſe Men of all Ages have worſhip'd 
«xe Perſan, one intelligent Being, one Agent, as ove 

VVV 
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Cod ſupreme, without knowing at all what they 
have been doing. Not knowing what Unity is, or 
one God is, they may have been worſhiping many 
Supreme Gods, while they thought there was but 
Que, and worſhip'd God under the Notion of One. 
But if this is the Caſe with reſpect to natural 
Reaſon, I doubt we ſhall receive little Help, in this 
Point, from Revelation; Revelation never tells us, 
that three Perſons are one God; and if it did, we 
ſhou d be never the Wiſer according to you: Since 
it has not fix d the Principal of - Individuation any 
more than natural Reaſon, we can never know what 
ane God is, or whether one God is not more than one, 
or many Gods. So neither can you tell what one 
Perſon is, ar whether, what you call one is not 
- wore than one; and when you ſay three Perſons: are 
one God, by your own Confeſſion, you ſay, that you 
don t know what is, yon don't know what And thus 
according to the Explication of your Nation of the 
Trinity, am Thing may be any Thing, and every Thing 
ze every Thing. So dangerous a Thing is it to diſ- 
pute, or to deny ſelf-evident Principles, which is at 
once to overthrow all Science, all Truth, and all Re- 
Aion together. 

And to what a ſtrange „ Way of cini 
and writing about God, this ſort of Imagination 
has led you, will appear from your Notion, which 
ſhows, that by leaving natural Reaſon as of no Uſe 
or Certainty in the Matter, Revelation it ſelf has 
my been able to 9 you any * Notion $1 

N 
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Cod, or one God at all: And therefore I do not 
wonder you ſhou d be ſo poſitive, that it cannot be 
Her 4, that three Perſons cannot be one God. * 
1 ſhall then firſt obſerve, into what Confuſion you 
run in your Notion of God ſas if yotr EE 'to 


Prevent, if poſſible, all Reaſoning with you ;} and 
then try, whether we may not come to ſome fix'4 


and certain Principle of Individuation or Unity; and 
therenpon be able to reaſon, whether . Ferſons 
tan, or cannot, be one G. = 

In your Fourth Sermon, Page 144, 145. in ich 


Sermon you undertake to State and Clear the Dis 


wine Unity, you are ſo far from being able to do ir, 
that you expreſs your Notion of God in theſe 
Words : No good Reaſon can be given why the 


Word God may not be us'd in # large indefinite 


< Senſe, not denoting any partiealas'Perſon, juſt as 
* the Word Man is often us d in Seripture, not dex 
* noting any particular Man, bur Man in: general 
* Man indefinitely. As the Word Man forriettiide 
* flands for the whole Species 5 Tometimes indefis 
© nitely, for any Individual of che Species; {9 
* by way of Analogy, or imperfect Reſemblanee; | 
the Word God may ſometimes ſignify all the Dis 
vine Perſons; ſometimes _e Perſon of the Three 


« 1 's # 4 * 


Thus in Stating and Clearing the Divine Unity; it 


is, you tell us, ſometimes One, ſonietimes Tyres. 


God (or the one God) is ſometimes taken for 4 


Nin of Perſons, and then it is, it t ſeems, like 
the 


231 

the Word Man, the complex Name af a Speriaht 
ſometimes it is taken for an Unity only, or for one 
Perſon, and then like the Expreſſiun, 4 Mun, or am 
the Divine Perſons. This is your Explication; 
and it is methinks ſtrange Divinity; but however; 
I muſt tale you in your own Way, and apply _ 
theſe Senſes to the Matter before us. i bY 

In the individual, or indefinite Senſe / A a 
the Word God ſtands for any ons individual or par 
_tieular Perſon, ir cannot be true, that threo Perſons 
are owe God, i. e. ont particular or individual, in- 
definite Perſhn, ſor that is a Contradidion: And 
therefore you can only mean that rares Perſons are 
wie God in the large complex Senſe of the Word Gad, 
wherein you fuppoſe it to Rand like the Word Mas, 
fox the ebſiraf Name of a Speciet, comprehending 
ſeyeral India dual under it, and ſignifying all the 
Divine Perſons; | But this Notion, which is ſuff- 
ciendy abſurd in it ſelf, and contrary to the Noti- 
on of God, as founded upon the Principles both ob 
natural and reveal d Religion, will not anſwer the 
Purpoſe of your Doctrine. For altho' it be al- 
low d, that ar many Human Perſons are call'd u; 
the Abftrat Name of Man, ſo many Divine Perſons 
eon d be call d by the Name of Cod, making that an 
Ahtract Name too; yet as we neyer fay, or can fay; 
that three Human Perſons are literally one Mas; {a 
veither can we * chat three Divine Perſons are 


+; 
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Expreſſion, it will not bear the other. 
So that, though you might have the Liberty of 
calling all the Divine Perſons together, God; as 
all Human Perſons, Man [in which Way of ſpeak> 


ing, nevertheleſs, the three Divine Perſons are as 


much three Gods, though all call'd God in the A= 
ſtract, as many Human Perſons are many Men, tho 
all call'd in the Abſtratt, Man ;} yet you cannot 
call them, nor can they be literally one God. The 
Reaſon is, becauſe when we ſay, one God, as one 
Man; the Word God, as alſo Man, is not, and 
cannot, be conſider d as an Abſtrat̃t general Name 
of many Individuals, but neceſſarily denotes ſome 
one particular Perſon, Being, Subſtance or Agent: 


So that to ſay three Divine Perſons are one God, is 


to ſay, they are one particular, individual, intelli- 
gent Being, or Subſtance, one” Agent, f. e. really 
one Perſon; in like manner as to ſay, three Human 
Perſons are one Man, is to ſay, they are one indivi- 
dual Being, one Perſon, which is a flat " Contre- 


diction. 
And ſo the laſt Reſult of your weste, , Of thres 


| Perſons being one God, is in common: Senſe, in 


Truth and Reality, no other Notion, but that three 
diftin& Perſons, three acting Beings, or three 


Agents, is one God, i. e. one acting Being, one 


Agent, one Perſon, and no more, which i is an evi- 


dent Contradiction. 
And when all Art and Sophiftry, and . is 


taken away, and Men either think or ſpeak clear, 


lang 


— 


11 


| plainly and: honeſtly; thapile no Nifficutry,ar,all of 


fixing and aſcertaining the Princights of Karen, 


on or Unity. 


God (to allow you all poflible liberty ol Ms. 
guage]' .myſt, neceſſarily ſignify either one intelli- 
gent Being, one Agent, one Perſon, or more than 
one, i. e. it muſt either ſignify in a large Senſe, 
one in Kind, comprehending : more than one in Num- 
ber, or in a reſtrain'd Senſe, one in Number; and 
either of theſe Unities are eaſily fix d and under- | 


ſtood. If God ſigniſies one in Number, i. e. one 


intelligent Being, one acting Subſtance, one 
Agent, one Perſon; then it is ſelf-evident, that 


three of that of which it is, but que, i. e. three in- 


telligent Beings, three acting Subſtances, three 
Agents, three. Perſons, cannot be literally, and i in 


Number, one God; becauſe not one intelligent Be- 
ing, one acting Subſtance, one Agent, one per- 


ſon in Number. But nene one in Kings, then 


410. 


acting n ne | three. "Adin 1 ſuppoſing. it, 
againſt what has, been, Already; prov d to the con- 
trary, poſſible for three Supremes i in Nature and 
Perfections, three neceſſarily Exiſting Perſons, to 
exiſt] may be one God, as ſignifying one, common 
Specific. Divine Nature, ons in Kind; yet neverthe- 


leſs they are evidently tree intelligent Heings, 


three Perſons, three acting Subſtances, three Agents, 
three Gods in Number, though of one Kind: but can- 
not be ons boch in Kind and Number too, becauſe 


402 D that 
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that 3 is to be mom than one in Number, and you 
but one in Number, which is an * ae 
diction. Z 
Therefore turn your ſelf which Way you will 
and invent, and give what Names you pleaſe to 
Things; call God This,. or That, or any Thing 
your Imagination can ſuggeſt ; yet it is a plain, a 
certain and demonſtrative Truth, That three Divine 
Perſons, three intelligent Beings, three acting Sub- 
ſtances, three Agents, [for all theſe are one and 
the ſame, or I have been talking alt the while 
with a Sabellian] J ſay, three Agents Supreme in 
Nature and all Perfections, are three Supreme 
Gods; and cannot, in a juſt, proper, or literal 
Senſe, in any Senſe founded upon the Principles 
of natural or reveal d Religion, 8 or * call & 


individually, one God. 


Third), The third Queſtion is, P#Bether IO 
[three neceſſarily Exiſting Perſons] can be one God, 
eonfiſtently with any data in Scripture, any Thing plainly 
laid down in ſacred Mit; as DJuppofe, CI | 
Miſſion, Generation, &c. 45 

Having already prov'd that they cannot be one 
God upon the Principles of natural Neaſan, I ſhalt 
have'the leſs fear of proving the ſame Thing from 
Revelation; becauſe that cannot teach bud Thing 
that is contrary to Reaſon, 

Yon grant then, that the beende declares for 


1 Subordination,” ns Generation, '&c. of the 
Son, 


r 


Son, Cc. T he Bar you put in againſt arguing for 
the Negaive of the Queſtion. is; Becauſe (you 
5 e Page 525.) it is certain that Subordination 
| © or Miſſion: may be conſiſtent, with Equality of 
4 Nature as is ſeen even in Men. And if it be 
| x, pleaded; That ſuch Subordination is not conſi. 
* ſtent with the Unity (though it might with the 
Equality) our Ideas of the Unity are too im- 
perfect to reaſon ſolidly upon.—— How 
1 mall it be ſhown that the Diſtinflion may not be 
e great enough to anſwer the Subordination, 8. 
e and yet tlie Union cloſe enough to make the Per- 
i. ſons une God ? If rrernal Generation be ohjetted to 
as a Thing impoſſible, the Objectors ſhow'd-ſhow, 
that there cannot be any eternal Reference or Rela- 
e tion of one to the other, as Had, umtain or 
* Center - Which is the Sum of what eternal Gene- 
« ration: amounts 0. — Not to mention, # 
That could it be really cooell to be abſurd or 
ee contradictory, yet the main Doctrine might 
« poſſibly: ſtand independent of it; amangſt ſuch 
. leaſt, as feruple not to throw off the Auti- 
. ents, and confine the Diſpute to Scripture alane-3 
'$F Which is nut fo clear or full for the eternal G. 
64 neration, as it whe . Exiles of 198 
Son. N a 5 2 127 | * of 2 5 
Theſe being hai Pleas, or b Grgumenits; which 
you offer in Defenſe of the Affirmative of Lg 
W or „ n E 
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RRR By ts G Part of which you 
make the Miſion to be) you muſt, I think, plainly 
mean here more than a mere verbal Subordination, in 
order of Words, or in naming the Order of the 
Perſons, as they may ſtand in our Conception, of 
foft, ſecond, third; to ſuppoſe you to mdan no more 
than this muſt make you a. 'Tfifler' indeed. I 
think you muſt alſo mean more than Subordinati- 
on in mere Mode of Exiſteuce, ſuch as we:conceive 
in the Exiſtence of the Sun and its Rays; Fbuntain 
and Seam, Noot and Branth (thongli yet, how- 
ever, I ſhall ſay ſomewhat to this) becauſe A- 
en can be no Conſequence of ſuch à Difference: ifi 
mere Made of Exiſtence And I oonclude ou muft 
mean a Subordination of ſome fort of »Pterogativez 
Dignity, Precedence and Authority, om whith. to found 
the Mon, and the OEconomy,” (whiclr youc allow) 
of the Sons acting a mipiſterial Parti; ibeing Augel or 
Meſſenger to the Father by the Father's voluntary Ap. 
pointment; and exechti ag his Orders und Commmunds. - | . 
This which you every where in your Books ex- 
preſly admit, and aſcribè to the Sou, is the plain 
Doctrine of Scripture; as well as the cohcurrent 
Senſe of the Primitive Church; and you allow 
theſe to be ſubordinate Characters and Offices; and 
fach as are not ſuitable and congruous I ſo you ſoftly 
expreſs what the Antients more hayſhly call being ab- 
ſurd and impious] to ſuppoſe the Perſon of tlie Fa- 
ther to ſuſtain, who 1s (you admit) alone Supreme, 
_ * 


129 3 
as being the; hd, * Fountain and Original: Cauſe bf 
the Son and Sprites And: theſe Characters cannot 


mean leſs [nor did the moſt eminent Athan- 
Ba, Hilary,” NC. and amongft Moderns, the 
Learned Biſhop Bull, mean by them leſs] than, a 
Pre- eminence in the Father, aud E the 
Ker. in Dignity. and Authority. * TawYy 2170 :? 5 = N 
Jo ſuppoſe any Thing leſs than this bycko Gi 
racers of the Suhordination, is to ſuppoſe Language 
to have no e conſiſt of Words _ no 


' Mare. 11275 oO 255tgH? qoglotds omit ofa 
- 1ft Taking then2rhko lene Milton, and 

the Offices and CharaFers:of them; vieh yqu admit 
| to mean ſomething, and at leaſt as much as I have 


ſuppos d they / muſt nian, if they mean any Thing: 
Thall, I hope, be eaſily: able to ſatisfy you, that 
though in Mes ſuch a Subordination may conſiſt with 


an Equality of Nature, yet in Reſpe& of . 8 


ot. Is Nin ci Of 0 10119 5 1 e 10 
The Reaſon why Superior aud, Subordingre Powers, 
or. Offices, in Men, are conſſſtent with Equality of 


Nature, plainly iss becauſe by Nature Men are 
capable of more Powers than eriginally belong to, 

or are inherent in their Natures: And the — 
and Inferior Powers and Offices which they ſuſtain, 
are not eſſemial toithem, or flow immediately and 


neceſſarily from their Natures. One Man (chough 
equal in Nature to another) may have more Power. 
or Authority than another, or more than is eſſen- 


. by the enn 
0 


8. 


| Powers,” E 
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df Gad, or by the Conſent of An; ſupematura 
Ofhces a Arc, er 
Aim. CIP {ad 2172 771 

- — ot iir Kind can-poltbly be aith 
YeſpeR to Cod. Alt the Dignity, Powers and Antho- 


vy, of God Supreme; ariſe immediately and necef- 


ſarih from his Nature, and are effextial to the Deity: 
They euntiot be more er leſs; ol am other, but what 
bey are by the Neciſſit of his Exiſtence ; and muſt 
be fuck as the Naruit is from hence they flow, 
i. e. Supreme, abſolutely Supreme in every Senſe, 
kid Co-ordinate; as the Nature, or Subject, of them 
38: And therefore' to ſuppoſe anegui 


megual: or ſuperior 
Powers, Offices or Authority, to conſiſt with an 
Equality and 'Co-ordination of Divine Nature or to 
Belong to a Nature or Perſon wo ig nece{ſarily Res 
ing, and God mee, is a dire and FRO 


ContradiRion. A n. 18 0 inte 


Fa ſuppoſe a * . is neceſarih Deiftns 
> God Supreme; to have a ſubordinate Office „to be 
. commun dj and exerdiſe ee 
Autliority; and niuiſter to the il and Cumhaneds 
of ansther; to be his Angel, and to be ſent by Him 
by his voluntary Appointment, is a: patpable Abs 
fürdity and ContradiQion / in Terme; is evidently 


Hppoling him to be nor God Supreme and noceſſari= 
FH Exiſting : And your whole Error (if you win 


give me Teave to point it out to you) conſiſts i in not 
conſidering the Difference betwixt the Human and 


Divine Nature; . that the one 1 precarious and depen: 
ter, i 


111 


2 and conſequently capable öf an Addirign 0 
Powers more than is e/ſential to it; or mort chan 
another of the ſame Nature may be inveſbed with 
che other is neceſſarily Exiſteut, inmeatable,” and ind 
pendent ; and therefore admits of neither: mie d a 
bs Powers: than are eflential to it: Conſequenti = 
the Nature being equal, and Deity co-orflinate, this 1 

Powers, „ e and every Thing, 

and cd- urdinate too: Andlevery d 
in Office, and any Powers belonging to itz 


M14 Aer Stbordination and 'Hiequality of Nuttire, 9 
and miiſt infer che Nature au Dont to be C 2 
cydi nate and Supremes. 5 17s 11 Shs | 


So that you muſt, fo far as e either ad- 
mit the Sulerdination and MiſFor of tlie Son and Spi. 
rit to be inconſiſtent with Supremacy of NMuure and 
Powers, with. Equality and Coordination, with God che 
Father; and ſo by your own Argument admit they, 
are not, and cannot, be one God u, him; or eiſe 
you muſt deny the Sulurdinatia and Miſſion, and 

tell the World plainly once for all, that by Sr. 
nation and Mifjion, and the Powers and Charaflers 
conſequent thereon, viz, the Son's acting a mini- 
fterial Part, having delegated Powers, being by 
God's voluntary Appointment the Angel and Meß- 
fenger, ' executing the Orders and Will, and obey= : ko 
mg the Commands of the Father ; you reatly-meaw 1 
nothing but the mere Sound of Words, and empty = 


Amuſement: Far that the Father is in Natute 5 
2 — as much ſubordinate to, and ſent and = 


* 


ture and Reaſon of Things, as effectually deſtroy 
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delegated by the Son; is as much the Miniſter and 
Angel of the Sn; as much obeys the Orders and 
Commands of the Son And that though the Lan» 


"guage of Scripture and Anriquity is like that of other 
Books, and ſeems to expreſs the common Senſe 


and Reaſon of Mankind; yet that it is of a quits 
different Nature; means nothing like what the 
Terms of it expreſs, and muſt be underſtood in tha 
reverſe of all other 2 and n 0 0 


ever. 210 2 al T's "73 
But I am unvilting to think, A ſo: Grioks'n | 


dn as you ſeem to be, can ever be driven>to 
this Diſtreſs; eſpecially, when after all it will do 


no good, but three Supreme neceſſarily Exiſting 
Perſons, intelligent Beings or Agents, three Sus 
preme and Co-ordinate: in Natur and Perfeftions 
(admitting you this Plea, in point blank Contras 
diction to Scripture and Antiquity); will, in the Na- 


your Notion of their being Oue God, as Three not 
Supreme, and not Equal in Nature, G. 
1 promis'd to take Notice of a n in 
mere Mode of Exiſtence, (which i is next to a Subordi- 


nation in mere. Words] if you ſhould: happen to 


take Refuge in that Explanation. Even this Sabor 


dination will not come up to, or be conſiſtent with a 


Co-ordination or Equality in Nature; becauſe: the 
abſolute Perfection of the Divine Nature is ſucli as 
will admit of no Variety or Difformity i and a Die- 
rence even in Mode of Exiſtence muſt er as 4 differ 


rent, 
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ret, Ga beſe perfect and inferjor Nature: For ab- 
Sulute .Perfeftion being but one, and having but one 
poſſible, invariable Mode of Exiſtence, whatever 
befides varies, even in Mode of Exiſtence, muſt be 
leſs perfect. Abſolute Perfetii on therefore, will 
Hand with nothing but Unoriginateneſs and Indepen+ 
_ dency; of Exiſtence ; ; with nothing but what is neceſſa- 
rib, Exiſtent,, abſolutely without, any Cauſe or Ori- 
ginal; and will not admit any Reference or Relation 
to any Thing as the Head, Root, | Fountain, or Canſe 
of. its Exiſtence ; 3. if it didor cou + it wou d not, it 


couj;d not, be abſolute Perfethion, | 
To be wuporigrnate, or to exiſt by abiolute Neceſſi 
ty of Nature, without any Cauſe or Original, is, 
and, has- always been, .in the Judgment and Reaſon 
2 ankind, the Supreme Perfection of the Deity ; 
to be a * greater Perfection, than to have an Au- 
for or Cauſe df Exiſtence ; ; and to be that incommu- 
nicable Perfektion which renders the Unbegotten God 
aero and without f , So that wget Generatis 


y 
nah Yi 
— . 


3 . 3 nato, pm & quod infetum facto validius ; 
Quia quod ut eſſet nullius eguit auctofis, malto fabliming 
krit eo; quod ut eſſet, 4, babuit auRorem, Tertul. ade. 
— n 

N 4 Yerri ſa WR ste- 420 1% eehte, le 
* Juul Thr dſur pens Alex. Epift. apud Theod. Ei. 
Kecleſ. lib. 1. 

1 Eft ergo Deus pater — folds Originem — — 
| (nut dec; maghitudini, neg; Majeſtati, neqʒ virtuti quicquam 

von dinerim præferri, ſed nec al n, Novet, de 
Nun e. 4 


1# 


. N 2 ; 
E 1, 


{| 


t 1 


on, Deni vati on, Origination, &c. muſt infer a Sadr3 


dination, and Inequality of Nature, ſuppoſing eren 


it cou'd be neceſſary, though to ſuppoſe that, is, I 


have already prov'd, and ſhall further hereafter 


prove, a flat Contradi&ion, 

Next you are appriz'd it may be bissel, Ui 
the Subordination, Miſſion, &c. will not be conſitent 
with the Unity : But you think the Union may be cf 
enough, to make the Perſons one Cod. 3". OO 
| Now here, in the firſt Place, I beg leave to ob- 
ſerve, that you clearly diſcover (whether defigneds 


ly or not) your real Notion of the three Fer- 


ſons, to be three diftin& acting Subſtances, " three 
diſtinct intelligent Beings or Agents; ©" others 
wile, why ſhou'd you be at all concern d about 
the Unity? If you had thought the three Per- 
fons were but one acting Subſtance, ene Agent 
in Number, whether they were equal, or wits 
equal in Nature, whether Subordinate or conan 
The Unity of Subſtance, of Agency, of God, muſt 
be unqueſtionably ſecure. Further, * this was 
not your real Notion, it wou d be Nonſenſe to talk 
of Union; for there can be no Union of the ſame 
Thing or Subſtance to it ſelf, but Union in the Na- 
ture of it ſuppoſes this and that, ¶ Tees iipy] aus Be- 
' Ing united to another Being. This being the Caſe, 


as you very well know, you had reaſon to be con- 
cern d about the Unity : For if three diſtin&, equally 
Supreme, neceſſarily Exiſting, acting Subſtances or 
Agents, cannot (as hatlt been prov'd) be literally 


17 
7 


351 


oe: God; much leſs can three unequal ones, you : 


your ſelf allow, be ane God. Three Beings, whe- 
ther equal or unequal, will be three Beings ; three 
Agents, whether ſubordinate or coordinate, will be 
three Agents, and cannot be one in Number at the 
fame Time they are three in Number, as you moſt 
abſurdly prerend ; [though in Kind they might be 
ane metaphyſical Nature, if God was the complex 
Nw of a Hpecies.] 
And that no Laion of Subſtance, how: ** and in- 


ſeparable ſoever, can make three Perſons, three act- 


ing Subſtances, three Agents, to be one acting Sub- 
ſtance, or one God, is, I think. plainly demonſtra- 
ble; becauſe it does not make them one e Perſon, or 
one Agent. | 
In this Union you your ſelf allow the Perſon, the 
"James the afting Subſtance of the Father, not to be 
that of the Su or Spirit; whence it is evident, 
that the Union of the acting Subſtances, or Agents, 


does not make them ceaſe to be three acting Sub- 


ſtances, three Agents, but only makes them three 
united acting Subſtances, three united Agents, yet 
fo diftinf both in Subſtance and Agency, as this Subs 
ſtance, &c. is not T hat, nor One the Other. And 


nothing in Nature can be more evident, than that if 


Union of acting Subſtance, made the three Perſons 


ane acting Subſtance, one in Number; the Uniou af 


Perſon, which you your ſelf define to be inteligerie 
afting Sulftance (Second Defenſe, Page 175.) and 


which you make to be as chſe and inſeparable, as 
1 Ss 7 that 


240 
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36 N 
that of the Subflance (Second Defenſe, EY 4) 
muſt for the fame Reaſon make the three Peyſoits'1 to 


be one Perſon - And you muſt be a rend Man in- 


deed, if you can ſhow, that Uni on of acting Subſtance 


can make the three Perſons one acting Sabftance, one 
in Number; and yet Union of Perſon, i. e. again of 
acting Subſtance, as you expreſly define Perſon, 


ſhall not make the three Perſons, one Perſon, one in 
Number. Turn this Argument about in your 
Thoughts as much as you will; and call in tne 
Help of all your metaphyſical Diſtinctions; z, vou 
will ſtill find it every Way unanſwerable; it is in- 
deed obvious and evident Demonſtration, though J 
do not find) your Adverſaries have yet objected it to 
you, at leaſt in theſe Terms. Suppoſe three Hu- 
man Souls cloſely and  infeparably united; yet they 
are nevertheleſs three Human Souls, and three Hu- 
man Perſons, as long as their perſonal Properties; | 
their Intelligence and Agency remain in' each 2 3 
ſo long as as they are three unt Agen. 

This Reaſoning i is ſo ſtrong and convidive, and 
you ſeem ſo ſenſible of i it; that inſtead of defending 
your ſelf 61 on this Head, you always evade it, and 
reply, only by retorting upon your. Adverſiries. 
the like Difficulty in reſpect of thelr Notion (as you 


| tell us) of the Ommipreſeit, og inffnitely expanded 


e at alt to, fay. . : 


Subſtance of God; 5 and if ; they had not, happily for 
you, (ane d. ſuch a Aa Notigo A ok wou'd . I $a | 
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Bur now (to deal plainly with you) is ir ar. 


| firange and ſurprizing, that you ſhou'd take the Ad- 
vantage of an Opinion of your Adverfaries, which 

you think, at the fime Time, to be an erroneous and 
Falſe Opinion, and attended with Abſurdities and 


Contradictions; and argue upon it in Defenſe of 


your own Opinion, which you ſuppoſe to be true? 
They, you think, in the Conſequence of their 
Notion make many Subſtances, and then, in an ab- 
furd and contradictory manner, make many Subſtan- 
ces, by Union, one Subſtance; therefore you, in like 
anner, and from the Tame n can make 
am Subſtances, very truly, and without any Ab- 
dity and Contradiction at all, to be one Sub- 
ftance: The Falſhood of their Opinion (you think) 
conſiſts in making one Subſtance of many; but this 


very Fuſbood in your Hands, and in ſupport of your 


Opinion, immediately becomes a Truth Nay, and 
as it were, becauſe it is falſe in them, it is true in 
vou; and you do as good as tell them; do not you, 
(though falſeh) make Subſtance and Subſtance, i. e. 
many Subſtances, by. Union, one Subſtance, there) 


fore where is the Fifty in me doing the ſame 


Thing? 'Surely all this is very unaccoutitable, and 
mult : amaze the Reader of your Defenſes. © © 

* *Had you allow'd your Adverſaries Notion to be 
right, and a good Account of Subſtance and Subſtance, 
or of many Subſtanoes, by Uni on, becoming ons Sub- 


ſtance in Number; you might then have had a bet» 


ter Pretenſe * uſe of their Reaſoning, and 
* 0 ap- 


— 


A 38 ] 
applying it to your Notien of the Trinity end 
you wou d herein have then been guilty of no other 
Fault but mung, and not diſcerning the Diffe· 
rence of the Caſes : But as the Point ſtanda, and 
whilſt you condemn that Notion in them, it is radi» 
qu/ans, and even manſirour, to make uſe of it as if 
it was true, in Defenſe and Explication of your.No+ 
tion of the Trinity. Therefore by this Manages 
went, I conclude, you only intended to ſtop the 
Mouth of your Adverſaries, knowing at the. fame 
Time ir was impoſſþle to anſwer the Arguments 
prought againft your own Notion,  _. 

But after all, you lie under a very great Miſtake, 
in thinking your Adverſaries Notion of the Ons. 
preſence, parallel jn the Explanation of i it, to your 
Notion of the Trinity: And though Subftazce and 
Subſtance, in their Notion, may make one Subſtance, 
yet it cannot do ſo in yours. Ne 

Jo thoſe who make the Onmipreſent Divine Sub- 
ſtance infinitely extended or expanded, though, I 
think, you may objg&, that they ſuppoſe it to con- 
fiſt. of Parts (which, perhaps, they wou'd rather 
call Conſtituents) and you may call this Part or Con: 

ſtituent, Subſtance ; and that, Subſtance ; and they 
are undoubtedly diſtin? and many in Number; 
yet, nevertheleſs, theſe Parts or *Conſlituents being 
gnpartable, all Self-exiſtent, and eſſentially and in- 
ſeparably connected and united, and being all tog 
gether ſo connected and united, the Ground or Sub> 


on of an individual Unity. of Perfections, of but 
u 


zt 


* 
r * WN r not ay be CH plot 
8 * — \ 


iy btn nb, ws Paſa, 
&0d.* IDY-40 4 + S343 

ti There is nb other Diſieuty; or Objetton, nt 

| aff, Hes agaluft this Notion, 'that 1 can fee, hut 
the Tippoſing a N bole to confiſtof the Parts or Ci 
firme of it; and the Parts or Cinftitumts all toge⸗ 
ther to make tne Whole; and "this, methinks, 
ſhould not mach. difturb'a reaſonable or thinking 
Man, O. Good 


But now, you don x fippoſs in yohr” Notch? "the 


three Divine Perſons to be Parts or Conflituents of 


the Son or Spirit to be unoriginated Parts or Conſtitu- 
ents of the ating Subſtance of the Father*: Or if you 
was ſo abfurd as to declare this in your great Di- 
fireſs; it would not do; unleſs you ſuppos d fur- 
ther,” all the Parts, Conflituents, or Perſons together, 
to be the dub ject of an individual Unity of Ferfecti- 
ons, to have but one Intelligence in Number, oze 
Agency in Number; and then, indeed, you might 
call them one acting Subſtance in Number, one God + 


But, I hope, you ſec at the ſame Time, that thus 


they muſt be one Agent, one Perſon, and no more. 
For if the ſeveral Parts or Conſtituents (accordi ing 
to your Objection againſt your Adverſaries N 
on) of the Omnipreſent Subſtance, were each 4 
ſtintt endued with diftinf# Perfections, or intelli- 


gent Powers ; fo that there were as many Ieligen- 


6e 


one uhobh Divine e Perſon; or the afting Subſtance of 
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ces, and Agencies, as there are. Parts or Conſtituents 
( whether theſe Pres or Conſtituents, were portable, he 
not) they would be ſo many really diftinft acting Be- 
ings, Agents and Gods ; they evidently could not be 
one intelligent , afting Being, or. one God: And ſo in 
like manner the Divine Perſons i in. your Notion 5 
(if you ſhould ſuppoſe them Parts or Conſtituents 
of one whole, yet) if the Subſtance of each, each 
Part or Conſtituent. i is the Subje& of an Intelligence 
and Agency diſtinct in N ſumber from the  Intelli- 
gence and Agency of the Subſtance of the others; 
of. the other Parts or  Conſtitnents, they are, and 
mult be (though never, {s united) really diſtin Be; 
ings, or acting Subſtances, diſtinit Agents, diſtinft 
Gods; and cannot poſſibly be one e Subſt, 
one Agent, one God. A. 20.7 
All this. I take ks as . 1 e 
dur Reaſon and diſtinct Ideas can make a Thing to 
pe; and for, you to pretend, that the Ideas of. the 
Unity are too imperfecl to reaſon ſolidly upon; i, is only a 
Banter upon the common Senſe of Mankind, zu 
perſwading them (as i it were) to lay aſide the Uſe 
of their Underſtanding and Reaſon, that you may 
put what Fallacies you pleaſe. upon them, under 
the Notion of certain Truths, certain in themſelves, 
but of ſo high and myſterious a Nature as not to 
: be diſtinctly perceiv'd, or reaſon 4 Jolidly upon. 
This, indeed, is ſuch an Account of reveal 
Doctrines of Religion, as! mou d be ſorry to have 


found true: n 
7 


* 


[44 ] 
wiſe, and ſo — to conſider another Branch * 
tlie Subordination allow d by, . to be e in 
Scripture, viz. Generation. 

I ſhall not ſtand with you 9505 che Niceneſs of 
the Word Generation, as if it was any Thing ana- 


logous to humane Generation; but ſhall take your 


Meaning to be any Kind of ' Derivation of Nature, 
(which: you may give what, Name you pleaſe to] 
whereby God is.the Father, Author, or proper Cauſe, 
of the Exiftence of the Son and. Spirit. 
To ſuppoſe the Son and Spirit to exiſt by abſo- 
lute Neceſſity of Nature, without any Original 
Cauſe- at all; to exiſt by the \ſame Nece(ſi ity [as 
you unadviſedly affirm] by which the Father ex- 
iſts, is directiy to make them unoriginated and un- 
deriv d; becauſe it is an unoriginated and underiv d 


Neceſſity by which the Father exiſts : And ſo is 
directly to deny the Generation, Derivation, or Ori- 


gination of the Son and Spirit, at the ſame. Time 
that you affirm it. But if the Son and Spirit are 
really deriv d or originated from the Father as the: 
proper Cauſe or Original of them, it demonſtra- 
tively follows, That God the Father is the inteli- 
gent, acting, and woluntary Cauſe: of their Exiſtence ;. 


that God is really and truly an Agent in their Ori- 


gination, as he is in the Origination of all other 


Beings. If it was not ſo, but the Origination of 
the Son and Spirit proceeded neceſſarilj, not from 


the Nil, but from the Nature of God, Las his 
ny Attributes do, or as you in Gomparitan repre- 
F ſent 
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e 
ſent the Sun and its Rays) then it would follow, 
Nit, That the Father is no more Father or Cauſe 
of their Exiſtence, than of the Exiſtence of his 
own Attributes, which are all as really «noriginazed 
and waderiv/d. as the Father himſelf is, and in the 
Exiſtence of which he is no Agent, Father, or 
Cauſe, at all: And ſo the Generation, Derivation, 
Origination, &c. is only a mere extravagant Figure. 

of Speech, and Abuſe of Language: The Son be- 
ing really, according to this Explication [in Con- 
tradiction both to Seripture and all Chriſtian An- 
tiquity] &yiumhes, unbegotten, and the one God the Fa- 
ther, of whom are all T hinge, as much as the Father 
himſelf. Or, t 
Secondly, If the, Son is a meefſſary Derivation, as 
Rays from the Sun, it will equally follow (as in the 
other Cafe) either that he is unoriginated, as the 
Rays of the Sun would be, if the Sun it ſelf was 
unoriginated ; or that as the Rays are not truly de- 
riv'd from the Sun at all, but are Parts of the Sun 
it ſelf; or as the Sun is no Agent in the Emanation 
of them, but both Sun and Rays are truly div 

from the Creator of them, who is alone the Agent, 
and Cauſe of their Exiſtence, and to whoſe N 
their Operations are paſſvely ſubject: So tke Son, 
Cc. would not be at all deriv'd from the Father, or 
the Father would not be an Aggem at all in the O 
rigination of the Son; but it would follow by this 
Argument, that the Son was the Father himſelf, 
partially conſider d, and that both were really de- 
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riv'd from a ſiperior Agent, ie ws the pteper 
original Cauſe of both, and to whoſe Mi che Ex- 
iſtence both of the Father and the Son, Cc. was 
paſſively ſubje& ; which is infinitely abſurd. 
: As neceſſary Exiſtence therefore is a Contradiction "mY 
to a real Subordination ; and à Being or Perſon ne- 488 
ceſſarily exiſtent can receive nothing from, nor owe bl 
any Thing to another; ſo an intelligent acting Na- 
ture, Subſtance, or Perſon, that is really deriv'd 
or originated from another, muſt be ſubordinate in 
| Nature and Powers, and muſt be ſubject to, and 
dependent upon the Will of the original Agent ml 
from whom it is deriv'd ; and hey cannot. in 1 | 
Notion be One God with him. 1 
As this is plain and indifpurable in Raſen" fo 
it is abundantly prov'd by your Adverſaries, [be- 
yond, I think, all Poſbility of Reply] to be the 
certain, expreſs, and concurrent Senſe of Chriſtian 
Antiquity ; and you your ſelf allow this great Ad- 
vantage to them, that the Amiens, as oft as they 
yon of the Generation, make i it a voluntary bt Thing : 
FO 
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* Ton ſay the higheſt Generation ſpoken of by the Antients - 
is both voluntary and temporary; Firſt Defenſe, Page 135, 358, 
And particularly grant it, Page 145, of. Juſtin Martyr, Athena» 
goras, Theophilus, Tatian, Tertullian, and Hippolitus. They 
aſſerted [you add, Page 146.] the Co-eternity of the A825, Or = 
Word, „ e preciſely under che Forwality of . 
now | = U 7 
5 2 | . Now © 
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And that in Conſequence thereof they teach, that 
the Son, x in his higheſt Capacity, was ſent by the 
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Now, if he <vas not conſder d as a Son, he muſt be conſidered 
either as an Attribute or intergal Property [which your Adver- 
faries think was their. Opinion] or [there being ” Medium] as 

notber 45 flint unbegotten Perſon, - 6778 will not better ſerye 
your Cauſe. 5 ; 

' This voluntary and temporal Generation, you PRES more 
firongly repeat with Concern that any ſhould think you bad ever de- 
ny'd it, Second Defenſe, Page 289. in theſe Words, vin. You | 
f* ſeem;[ſay you] to think that I have ſomewhere deny d the high- 
& eſt Generation ſpoken of by Juſtin to be temporal; whereas I 
6 bave conftantly allow'd ts — The Son proceeded: 005 & po- 
ac vs, in Time, according 10 Juſtip, and according 1 to many more 
8 beſi ide him ; particularly Hippolit tus Ito <vhon you Join Tatian, 
60 Page 289. and Athenagoras and Theophilus, Page 290.] and, 
&« perbaps, even the Nicene Fathers.” [N. B. then, perhaps, the 
Conſubſtantiality expreſs'd in the Nicene Creed, by the Son 's being 
begotten of the Father, (i. e. ſays the. Creed, of the Subſtance of 
#be Father, before all Worlds) may be a voluntary, and as you 
ſreak, temporal Thing too; this is worth remembring. You go on] 
« Well, but then, you'll ſay, what becomes of what I call eternal 
t Generation ?.1. anſaer, that before the Proceſſion, the Ad as 
* was e Ye, as Juſtin would have expreſs'd it; IN. B. but 
« never does] in corde, peQore, utèrô, as others. And this is 
es tbe ſame Thing which Poſt Nicene Fathers call'd eternal Ge- 

'& neration; viz. That etetnil Relation and Reference which 
« be had to ibe Father ; in whom, and with whom, and of 
whom, ve aways was,” So that, at laſt, the Eternal Gene- 

ration, in your own Account, is 4 mere Figure of Speech; never 


| once mentioned as a ae by the Anti-Nicenes, or even the 
. Nicene 


* 
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. woluntary Appointment of the Father, w was his Agel 
| - miniſter d to his Will, and obey'd his Commands 
in all Things, even in the higheſt ow of: the Son's 
. Tow the Creation of the World. 
To fay this of the Father, they amd at ths | 
0 Time, wou'd be Blaſphemy and Impiety: And, 
no doubt, it is ſhocking to Reaſon as well as Religi- 
on, to affirm it; and there needs little Skill in 
Language to conciude certainly from theſe and a 
Thouſand Expreſſions of like Nature, that the Au- 
_ tients did not, and could not, poſſibly think, that 
the Son was equal to the Father in Nature and Per- 4 
feftions ; did exiſt by Neceſſity.of Nature; was God 'R 
Supreme; God in the ſame, and in as high a Senſe, . 
as the Father; or, that he was not really ſubordi- 
_ in OW in Nen and W & c. 
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-Nicene Creed it Fr 35 bit 945 d wh for 4 Matter 1 metaphyſical 
Speculation amongft the' Comtentious Poſt-Nicenes :' Of whom! yet you of 
bring no Inftance of their fliling the ot being in God, by the | | 
Name of Generation. | =o 
* T be Poſt-Nicenes themſelves a allow'd the Father to be _—_ 
Greater than the Son in reſpect of Generation, Cauſality or Original; | = - 
and you your ſelf allow him to be Greater as Father : Whence it fol- | = 
lows from your own Exylication of Perſon, that the intelligent, act- 
ing Subftance, which conftitutes the Perſon of the Father, is Great- 
er . than the intelligent, acting Subſtance, which conſtitutes the 
Perſon of the Sen, & c. Tau muſt alſo admit, from your own No- 
tion (how abſurd ſoever) of neceſſary Generation, that the Son, &c. 
as not all the eſſential Powers of ti e Father, becauſe he has not the 
Power of Origination, <vhich you make to be eſſential to the Per- . 4 
fon, GRE Subſtance, of the Father, * 125 1 | F 
5 | ou, _"- 
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Lou, indeed, by the Help of new Citiciſma, 
wou d make a nr Language of the Words of Scrip- 


ture, and of the Antients; and have their Words 


mean the reverſe of what they expreſs in them- 


ſelves, and are underſtood in all other Books what- 
fever: And to ſhow to what Extremities a deſpe- 
rate Cauſe will drive a Man; you dare to pro- 


nounce poſpble, what rhe antient Chriftians, upon 


fare and immutable Principles of Nature and Rea- 


fon, as well as of Scripture, thought to be abſurd 
and impious; and you ſay, Second Defenſe, Page 177. 


Ton have nothing to ſay, why the Son might not have been 
Father, but that in Faft be is not — and that there 
was 10 Inpoſſibility in the Nature of the Thing, but 


that the Father himſelf might have alted the Minifterial 
Part. An amazing Expreſſion to come out of the 
Mouth of a Chriſtiaz, who has the Benefit both of 


natural and revealed Religion to inform his Rea- 


ſon and Underſtanding better! What is it, but to 
render the Supremacy, and conſequently the Ex- 
iſtence, of the Father, precarious and mutable ? But I 
bope you ſpoke theſe Words inconſiderately ; have 
ſince repented of them; thought, better, and will 


ſay ſo no more. ; 
I ſhall only conſider one Branch more of the Sus 


or dination of the Son to the Father, which you 


have omitted; and that is, the carnation. And 


to avoid all needleſs Diſpute, I will only put one 


Matter to your Conſideration, viz, to account how | 


it came about, that the Primitive Chriſtians, i in their 
Dif- 


Maes 
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Diſputes with the Praxeans, NMerlam, or Nabe; 
were ſo ſhock d at the Apprehenfion of the l 
nitjon and Paſſion of God the Fuer; thought them 
ſochighly derogatory to him, as to be no leſs than 
Blaſjhemy, and the Doctrine of the Devil« And 
therefore inſiſted that it was not, that it cou d not 
be, the Perſon of the Fathey [til d in thoſe Days, 
emphatically, 6 t. Tay]wy 0:35, 5 beds 76 dor, ipſe Deus 
Dina onnipetens, &c. God Supreme over all, the 
Cf the Univerſe, abfoluth, the Lord God Almighty, 
in expteſs Contradiſtinction to the Son] that was 
incarnate and  fuffer'd ; but that it was the S and 
Word, See how zealouſly Tertullian labours this 
Point againſt Praxeas, C. 1, 2, 16, 29. And Euſe- 
bius' tells us, that Sabellins was excommunicated 
as an Atheiſt and ' Blaſphemer, for aſſerting this 
Doctrine, De Eccle. T heolog. lid. 2. c. 4. See alſo, 4 
153. 1. c. 7. | 

Now the Inference I draw from-this Branch of 
the Subordination, is; that they who were ſo afraid, 
and thought it abſurd and unworthy of God Su- 
preme, and even diabotical Blaſphemy, to aſcribe that 
to the Father, which yet they fear'd not, and 
thought very eenęgrnous, and proper to be attributed 
to the Son; muſt think the Father to be Superior o 
the Son in Nature, {howſoever Conſubſtantial] i in 
Dignity, in Greameſs and Majeſty : And cou d not 
think the Son to be the Sapreme God, God in the 
ſame, and in as high a Senſe as the Father. Had 
ral been their Notion ; as in the Nature of the 

Thing, 


> & 

Thing, there wou'd have been nothing Af 7 
' Llaſphemous, or derogatory for the Father to have been 
incarnate' and ſuffer d, more than for the Son; ſo, F- 
conclude, the Antients wou'd not have been ſo zea-: 
lous againſt the Incarnation of the Father, and in- 
ſiſted upon the Impoſſibitity of it, and at the ſame: 
Time have no difficulty in alcribing it to Tm 
Son. £ 

As to Scripture and Anti quity, by which you * 
the third and laſt Queſtiou, namely, Whether your 
Dodtrine be true, is to be reſolv'd, Page 526. I ſhall: 
wave ſaying any Thing more than what is contain d 
in the preceding Obſervations. That Part, I think, 
has been ſo well manag d by your learned Adverſa- 
ries, that they need not any additional Aſſiſtance 
of mine, if I was at leiſure, or diſpos d, to bear 
any ſhare in that Branch of the Controverſy: But 
however, at preſent it is altogether needleſs, and 
prevented, by proving the Inpoſſibility of your No- 
tion upon Principles of Reaſon, and from the Na- 
ture of the Thing. You will grant your Notion can- 
not bear the Teſt of Scripture and Antiquity, if it is 
certainly contrary to Reaſon ; and as you propos « 4 
the Matter to be freely and fairly try 2 and as con- 
fident of Victory and Succeſs; challeng d your Ad- 
verſaries to try the Strength of their Philefophy or Meta-' 
phyfe cs, Page 527. i. e. of Reaſon and Argument; ſo. 
I have endeyraus d, as you deſire, 20 put the Cauſe 
upon (what appears to me to be) clear and ſolid Rea- 
e ; * firm Principles, mw ly regular 77 

ju 


1 
Juſt Inferences or Deductions: And as I intended no 
Fallacy, fo I am not ſenſible of any Error in the 
Courſe of my Arguments. And I hope you will in 
your Turn, in Way of Reply, and to ſatisfy me 
and the World of the Conſiſtency of your Notion, 
with the plain and natural Principles of Senſe and 
Reaſon, and with the Data which you your ſelf have 
admitted with reſpect to Scripture and Antiquity; try 
the Strength of your Philoſophy or Metaphyſics, i. e. of 
good Senſe and ſtrong Argument; and that you will 
argue directih, frankly and fai rly ; - and not contend 
for FVittory ſo much as for the Truth; and therefore 
that you /willfuſe no Aunbiguities, Quibbles or Suphi- 
fry : And add, if you pleaſe, a little of the Spirit 
of Meekneſs and Modeſty : And then, if there is any 
real Strength, any Reaſon, or Truth, in the Cauſe which 
you haue undertaken, I don't doubt but 
will, appear, to the Satisfaction of all e 
and impartial Enquirers aber, and Lovers 9 Ti rb 
and true 1 5 e 


ns — — . 


. Ln (EL. 


| 
age 


F * 
1 * a 444 


SEEMS. : 0 7 
— * 43542 „ „ . i "© * 
* 


bDeſire leave (though it is ſome- 

>=&J hat foreign to the preſent Par- 
poſe, but may be of uſe to pre- 
vent Diſpute hereafter) to conſi- 
der briefly, by way of Appendix, 
the Senſe or Notion of the Word 
Creature; which, on your Part, frequently enters 
into this Controverſy of the Trinity, and is made 
uſe of by you as a ſort of Wateh- Mord, or Shibboleth, 
to diſtinguiſn Friends from Foes; and which you 
perpetually caſt as a Term q Reproach upon 
your Adverſaries: Not that Pere is any great 


Matter or Harm in the Uſe of the Term it ſelf, 


as I ſhall ſhow ; or, that the Uſe of it is ever con- 
demn' d 


[ 51 J. 


demn'd in © Scripture, or by the Primitive Church; 
or even; as far as appears, by the Council of Nice 
it ſelf; but becauſe there is an Ambiguity in it, 
not general! y underſtood, and the Vulgar have 
been tauglit to think, that every Perſon who is 
ſtild Cod cannot be a Creature; and are apt, with- 
out any Diſtinction, to ſet the Names in Oppoſiti- 
on to each other; and to be offended ' with any. 
that ſhall apply them' to the ſame Perſon; you 
think to find an Account in laying it to the Charge 
of your Adverſaries, by exciting thereby the Paſſi- 
ons of the Ignorant and Prejudic d, who judge 
more by Names than Things ; and having got their 
Affections and Prejudices on your Side, any Pre- 
tenſes of yours will eaſily afterwards paſs for Ar- 
guments; and the Arguments of your Adverſaries, 
though not eaſily anſwer'd, will, however, paſs 
for Subtlety and Fallacy, and be thought to be ſuf- 
ficiently confuted, if you can but draw the invi- 
 dious Conſequence, that they infer the Son of Co 
to be a Creature; of which Word the Generality of 
your Readers know no other meaning, but that 
it ſignifies a Ovataye like to themſelves, made in Time, 
of a precarious” and periſhable Exiſtence ; in which 
Notion, no doubt, it is very ſhocking to be ap- 
ply'd to _ you of God, who 1 our n and our 
"_ 
Is Replys to ie 45 unfair and unſcholar-like ö 
Dealing of yours, your Opponents [as apprehen- 
. I imagine, . you had no deſign to convince or 
AM G 2 con- 


52 
confure them by Argument, but only to alarm the 
ignorant Vulgar againſt them, by giving them hard 
Names} have, I think, generally declin'd ſaying 
directly, either that the Son might, or might not, 
be call'd a Creature; and have rather ' contented; 
themſelves with ſhowing, that (whether that Name 
is ſtrictly and properly to be aſcrib'd to him or not) 
no part of the Controverſy depends at all upon 
it; that it no more follows from their Notion than 
from yours; and that it is not oppoſite to the Word 
God in Scripture Language, beeauſe created An- 
gels, and even Men, have the Title of God given 
to them. I may add, that as it is not clear and 
unqueſtionable (though the Antients thought it 
was) that the Vord, or Son, of God, is ſaid to be 
created, in Scripture; though yet it is clear and un- 
queſtionable, that he is never ſaid to be uncreated; 
it may be as well not to diſpute that Matter one 
way or other, eſpecially, without firſt ſettling di- 
ſtinctly the ſtrict and proper Notion of Creature up- 
on the Principles of Reaſon and Scripture. | - 
But inſtead of conſidering, and laying before 
your Reader the ſeveral and diſtinct Senſes in which 
the Antients us d and underſtood the Word Creature; 
or defining it upon the Principles; of Reaſon. and 
Scripture; you have rather choſen to charge it up- 
on your Adverſaries Notion in a looſe, indetermi- 
nate, and indefinite Senſe, intending always to 
have it underſtood in the Vulgar and worſt Senſe, 
as ſerving your Turn beſth: And in a partieular 
5 Man- 


[53] 


Manner you charge ĩt upon their Notion- terium 
phantly in nine Demonſtrations (whence one would 
be apt to gueſs that you really thought them ſo) in 
your Supplement. the Caſe. of Arian Kalle gun 
Page 20. 29 Jo 2 uo 
I ſhall 1 for the Cube of thoſe Wa 0 
leſs learned, or have leſs conſider d this Dee 2 
that they may be no longer abus d with the Sound of 
Wirds, and take Sophiſtry for Demonſtration, conſi- 
der as briefly as may be, the Notion of the Word 
Creature, as it ſtands upon tlie Principles of Reaſus 
and Scripture, or hath been us d by . 
Jews and Chriſtians. 


The Word Creature, amongſt the antient Philo- 


ſophers, was underſtood in a twofold Senſe, the 
one more large and indefinite, and the other 
more reſtrained and limited; in the latter, which 


was the lower, ordinary, and vulgar Senſe, it 


was underſtood to denote only ſuch Beings [not 
all ſuch as were not the one Supreme uncreated 
Cod, but ſuch}. as were made or form'd in Time, 
and were of à continuklly periſhing and corrup- 


tible Nature. Hence Simplicins defines [, 78. y21ms- 


Tar ] the Creature to be; [L vd i wige Nel Tl dd vd 
Aras rapodoy Aeon, OF 6 To ige u i dn zy, in 
Ariſtot. Phyſic. Fol. 265. ] that which begun to exiſt 
Cor to be what it is] in a, determinate Portion ef 
Time: Or that which not being, "what it is, beſore, 
vas afterwards what it is, And under this No- 


tion of Creature, was contain d the Fymation of, 


the 


++ 1 
2 
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1541 
the World, ef Human Bodies, and all C572 
poreal irrational Beings. In the former, more 
large and higher Senſe of * Creature, every 
Being that was originated, deriv'd, or had a 
Cauſe of Exiſtence, every Being that was not in 
its diſtin& Subſtance neceſſarily. Exiſtent, ſelf- Ex- 
i/tent, or undoriv d, was a Creature. As there is, 


and can be, no Diſtinction in the Nature of 


Things, ſo they knew no Diſtinction betwixt 
being neceſſarily” Exiſtent, and being ſelf-Exiſtent; 
or underid d; and to be uncreated' [Avio] and 


to be unbegotten { dyes ] was TR 1 the 


TO! 


ſame Thing. | Ty 
Plato thought every Origination, or Besch 


on, whether in Time, or before Time; whether 
Conſubſtantial, or not Cunſulſtamtial, to be a Crea- 
tion, as appears from that famous Expreſſion of 
his cited ſo much by the antient Chriſtian Wri- 
ters, | 9:0} dd 2% Snugyts) Gods: o Gods ,* "of 
whom 1 am the Creator; ſo that the inferior Gods, 
though Conſubſtantial' with the one Supreme God, 
and Eternal, or exiſting before all Time, were 
fill as being deriv d, and form d by God's Power: 
and Wil, by him thought to be [Inwirynuale]. 
Creatures : And therefore when Plato ſtiles the iu. 
ferior Gods ſometimes [Ca, of. even 4yimiſe!] 


uncreated or unbegotten, it is not inconſiſtent: [ias; 


ſome antient Chriſtian Writers thought] witk 
their being, in his Opinion, Creatures; or ſup- 
poſeth that he hereby made them equal to the one 
5 15 gu- 


1 550 
Supreme God Bor he mèait no more, as Pluc 


 2d#Kb informs us at large [de Aima Procreat. J chan 
chat they were uncreated or underid d, only with 


xeſpe& to the abſtract original Subſtance; or 
Ce] Sub of the World out of which they were 
made; wWhirh CLN original, \unform'd, abſtract 
Subſtance, Plato thought was unrreated, ſelf- ex- 
Ment, and nnderiv'd; but that they were created 
with reſpect to their particular and perſenal Ex- 
ziſtence, which was form d out of this univerſal 
LA] $097. of the: World + Juſt» as he would, in 
like manner, ſay that the Mrid (though he con- 
ſtantly aſſerted it to be made by God in or 1 with 
Time) was [dyeilles | uncreated, and before Time, 
and Eternal, with reſpect to the original, unde- 
nud, unform d, and abſtraci: Co Matter, out of 
which it was made. For Plato (as Plutarch ex- 
plains at large his Philoſophy: in this Point, De 
Aui mæ procreat. Page 1014, 1016, 1017.) could 
not conceive any Thing, whether Material or 
Immaterial, to be made out of Nothing ; and there- 
fore he ſuppos'd an eternal, 'underiv'd, abſtratt 
Le and Yox# ] ; Matter and Sirit, to be the 
LD ,t. the metaphyſical Subſtance, or 
Subſtratum of all Things; which bn being 
ferm d by God, to them it was ſubject, and put 
imo Order, and the d endued by him with 
Reaſon and Intelligence, they became the Body and 
Soul of the World; and out of the one, Ged 
Jorm d all Material, and out of the other, all In- 
et material 
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and periſh, the Exiſtence of the Gods (they thought) 
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materi al and Rational Beings, which being Lan: 1 


dent, and fubjef? to God, and receiving their B. 


mation from him by his Power and Will, on that ac- 


count were eſteemed his Creatures. This was the 
Platonic Philoſophy ; and the Stoies agreed with him, 


Jiæpfß id lu xb νσꝰ Tes bots dri ag dr. yeyonb res x) efagucs- 
eres nia Tvess + Expreſiy taught that all the Gods weye 
originally made, and would finally be  deſtroy'd by: He. 


And yet they wou d call their [ eywwbv,' d0drd)u, and 
ald] uncreated or änderiv d, immortal and eterud? 


(and they would ſay the fame of the Mili it ſelf) 


not thereby meaning (as you imagine) that 'their 


Perſons or Deities were neceſſarily Exiſtent ' (though 
not ſelf Exiftent, which you vainly diſtinguiſh, and 
without all ground or reaſon pretend to be the old 
philoſophic Notion,. in your Second Defenſe, Page 
256, 262.) or thar they were equal to the firſt Cauſe, 
or one Supreme God; but meaning only, that they 
were uncreated [and the ſame they thought of the 


| Fporld } with reſpect to the underiu a, ſelf Exiſtem, 


[921 or 4v%»] Matter or Soul'out of which they were 

made or form'd : And that, whereas the groſſer Ma- 
terial, and inanimate temporary Beings, which 
were the Creature, vulgarly ſo call'd, daily corn 


continued unchangeable from their firſt Formation 
before the World, till the End of this Syſtem, and 


And 


1 


And howſoeverabſurd i it may be. to ſuppoſe an un- 


all Beings fro. le und (in wharſoever 
manger 1 are deriv d, whether an f Nothing, or 


2 to ze Creatures, ſeems to be the moſt na- 
| rural, Dedu&ion 'of mere Reafon, on the mere Prin- 


ciples of which we rightly conſider every Thing 
that is deri vid, [and which is not it ſelf the unde- 

riv'd Creator] to be a Creature 5 ; Reaſon, T think, 
does not ſhew us, that there is atiy difference be- 
twixt being originated, deriv'd, &c. and being made 
or created. I thought i it not im proper to treat this 
Matter diſtinctiy; and hence you may perceive 


how littie favourable either of the precedent Noti- 


ons of Greature.are to your Purpoſe. If according 
to the more large, high, and indefinite Notion ef 


Creature, ever y originated and deriv'd Being or = 


ſor. (even though conſubſtantial and eternal) is 
| Creature, then \ you make the Son of God a S440 
as much as your Adverfaries do; but if, according 


to the more low and reftrain'd (and which ſeems to 


be the ordinary and vulgar) Notion, the Creature 
is that only which was made or form d in Time, i. e. 
commencing with, or after the Formation of the 
World, and is of a precarious and continually pe- 
riſhing Nature ; and according to which Notion, 

H 


fam d, alftraf, eternal and ſelf Exiſtent da and JX 
being as the metaphyſical Subſtance or Subſtratum 
for God to work upon, and to create out of them 
all Beings; yet the Notion of Derivation, and of | 
receiving Exiſtence by the Power and Will of God, 


what- | 


2 i IE 


3 58 1 
wha tever 04 before the mundane Forthation, 
and was of a permanent, immortal, and "Imineutable 


Nature [though by the Will of God] was not 4 


* 


Grature; then your Adverſaries i no more "inks che 
Son a Creature than you d do. | 

But this will. appear ſtill ots EY by 
conſidering the Senſe of the antient gear and 
Chriſtians of this Matter. The antient Jour 
(as may appear from Philo) thought the '= 
or Word to be nei ither uncreated, In the Senſe 
in which the Supreme Ged was uncreated, Bor tres 
ated like. one of us, but of a middle Nature beruxt 
bot h. His Words concerning the 49 &. _ Word 
are, [irs le as UI [2/3 387, 27. vie. 4% ſua; 
N He- 1707 dx gor, Kc. Lib. quis Terum 40. Hari 
P. 5091 being neither uncreated as God © 16 ; nor tres 
ated as we are, but. the Middle of both Extremer 
To the ſame Senſe he ſays juſt before, That 

he is the * Boundary betwixt the Maler 42 Thing 
made. So that though Philo might think, aud 
ſeems to have thought every Origination or C Deti- 
vation from God, was a Creation with Rees to 
God; and that in this Senſe the 4⁰9 or Word 
was created : Yet he thought the Origination of the 
Word ſo much tranſcended that of all other Crea- | 
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u, t i in Reſpect to them he was me creared, 
being not 1 Creature like uns _.. 

But the Scripevres of the New Teftamen fer this 
Marer j in the fulleſt Light, teaching us expreſly, 
That God created _ all Things by Jeſus Chriſt, as St. 
Paul has ir, Bel. 3. 9, By the zuin. as St. John 
1. 3. So that the Scripture-Notion of Creature is 
the. univerſal Syſtem of Beings, which God created 
by Jeſus Chriſt : Whence it plainly follows, that he 
is not, and cannot be, one of the Creatures ; but yet 
it is alſo as plain, that neither is he the God who 
created all Things by the Ford, or by Jeſus Chriſt. ; and 
muſt be ſome Way or other. (though in a peculiar 
Manner, and different from the Creatures made by 
him) originated or derived. from the wnoriginated Su- 
reg: who mage all Things by an... 

- Now. the: Queſtion is, Whether this Origination , 
| eee, of the Son of God may be call d a 
Oeation, and He a Creature, or not? And in An- 
ſwer, I think, the Scriprure no where e r 
Chriſt a Creature [though I grant it was he Op 
Aa een N 
conſines the Notion of the Creature to the ings | 
| created by Chriſt 5. and ſoin Reſpect ro this Scrip- 
ture-Notion of Creature, Chriſt is nor @ Creature. 
Bur if any one thinks there is no Medium in the 
ſtrict Reaſon of Things, betwirt Origization, Deri- 
vation, and Creation, he muſt ſuppoſe the San to be 
a Creature with Reſpe to God, meaning thereby 


n Cauſe of his Exiſtence, 
H 2 "a 


[ & 
and that he is deriv/d from the Father by his Power 
and Will : But yet that he is not a Creature” with 
Reſpect to the Creatures which Gad made by him, 
not being created as they were. And hence you may 
learn the Notion of the Primitive Chriſtians i in this 
Matter. A great many of the moſt antient and 
learned Chriſtian Writers thought every Origina- 
tion of a Perſon to be a Geation; and in Conſe- 
quence expreſs d their Notion of the Son's being 
begotten or originated of the Father by his l, 
to be a Creation ; and in this Reſpect frequently 
ſtile the Son 4 Creature, This any one who ever 
read the old Books of Chriſtianity muſt ſee was the 


general Notion of the Primitive Church + And they 


ſcrupled not the Word created, becauſe all agreed 
that it was apply d to the Ward or Son in the OM 
Te ftameitt, (Prov. 8. 22. upon ths Fidelity of the 
Sepruagint. Some alſo 'deduc'd it from his being 


| aid in the New Teſtament to be the - Firſt-born of 


every Creatare, Coloſ. 1. 155 thence ſtiling him 
Leaharln cal frfi=created. But yet they riotwith- 


| ſtanding were not ſo abſurd as to think that To 


was one of the Creatures, vulgarly ſo called; 
if he was kke any Thing that was made by Len 


Nor did they think he was created out of nothing, in 
| Time, and was of a precarious and mutable Nature, 


in the low unbecoming Manner and Stile of the 
Arians > But the general Notion, though expreſs d 
by few before Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, ſeems 


plainly to have been that the Son of God was of a 


1 
umu, Nau betwixt che Aubegürren Supreme 
God the Father, and the · a which God made 
by him : That he was neither uncreated in the Senſe 
in which the One God and Father of whom ave all 
Thing, wat mrremed; nor created in the Senſe in 
vhich God created all Things by him; but a middle 
Nature berwixt both, ſubordinate to the one, and 
ſuperior to tlie other. This was, I think, evident - 
1y the Senſe of the Primitive both Ame - Mcene and 
'Nicene Church; and is, if I miſtake not, the No- 
tion of your Adverſaries; and what you can ob- 
Ject againſt it, I de not ſee, and ſhall be glad to 
know, and willing to conſider. But in the mean 
Time, for you without Regard to the foremen- 
tion'd Diſtinction, ſo evident, not only in the Cen- 
tile and Jewiſh'T heology, but alſo in all Chiiftian Au- 
tiquity, meanly, [ignorantly T would wiſh rather} to 
canfound the Notion of the Word Creature, fix the 
loweſt vulgar Senſe upon it, and then charge that 
Senſe at random upon your Adverſaries, and in 
your Rage and Zeal call them Arians, Oc. with- 


out Reaſon, without Truth, without Juſtice, is one, 


- of the leaſt unaccountable Parts of your 


4% 


— — k 
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[67 
Condust in the Management of this Controverſy, 
and which, — ya ay Gt eee 
for.” - A tt : ei 7g 
'' To conclude this Hoad b- ah the Frie- 
Nui of Ortarare, and admit char only to be 
the Creature which, (God created by Jeſs Civil 0 
take the Notion of every Oriti warm, Derivation, 
Ge, being a Creation ; or if neither will pleaſe you, 
find a Medium if you can Ci And I think I can 
venture to promiſe, that I will-prove,: That in ti 
Enxplication of yohr Notion of the Trinity, ꝓu 
{how inconſiſtently ſoever with your ſelf} make the 
Son of God as much a Creature: a your  Adyery 
Aries do; and that they (in the true Conſequence 
of their Notion) no more make the Son a Cen 
ture, than all the 1 eee e as Seri pure 
it ſelf does. 05 * nn 
If you pretend to colle& wg + 7p Chara: 
-Rers and Offices which the Scriptures and all Pri- 
mitive Chriſtians uni formly and univerſally aſeribe 
to Chriſt, and then call them Characters and Oſſi- 
ces of a Creature, I ſhall tell you, - that this is a 
mere begging the Queſtion, and fuppoſing theſe 
Characters and Offices, cannot belong to a deriv'd 
Being and is not oppoſing your Adverſaries, but 
18 oppoſing Scripture and Antiquity for - aſcribing 
theſe Characters and Offices to him. And how 
weak it is, and betrays an utter Unacquaintednefs 
with the Language both of. axtient Philoſophers, 


gow and Chriſtians, to alledge that there is no 
* 


mutable Nature, has been already ſhown + And if 
you ſhall fill go on againſt all Evidence and Con- 
Hldon, to amuſe and impoſe upon your Readers, 
with this" Fully; you muſt be told over and over, 
Thar it is nor only falſe and groundleſs in it felf, 
bur irrefiſtably recoils alſo upon your own Head, 
becauſe it is ſuppoſing (hen all Art and Gulle is 
taken away) chere is no Medium betwixt 
che indegorten; ander v d, independent Fwhich is the 
only faſt and true Notion: of being the ou. 
freme} God; nid being a N 0 
From what hach been obſery'd concerning Us 
Notion of rare,” the intelligent Reader may in 
' Part perceive uo other Fallacies which you pers 
petually make Uſe of, in Defenſe of your Notion; 
viz. the Eternity and ConfubRantiality of the-Word; 
or Son of God, as if they were Arguments to 
rove that he was the One Supreme Tod. But nio- 
thing is more plain and certain, than that in what 
Senſe foever any generated or deriv/d Being was 
upon the Principles of antient Philoſophy err 


to be eternal and conſubſtantial with the one Unbegor- 


ten, underiv d God ; yet no eternal” or conſubſtantial 
Generation, Ge. was ever thought to. make the ge- 
xerated Perſons equal, equally. Supreme God, with the 
one underiv d, independent Being or God wFho was 
the Aurber and Canſe of their Exiſtence, = 


1 


| [64] 

The Smics and Platomiſts, though they (as hath 
1 own) thought the Matter of the World, and 
the Subſtance of their generated Gods, and even 
of humane Souls, to be eternal, uncreated, and u- 
ceſarily exiſtent, or underiv'd; yet they never thoughe 


either this original Subſtance or  Subſtratum, or the, 


Perſons of their Gods which were form d out of it 
by the Power and Wil of God, to be equal to the 
faſt Cauſe, or to be God Supreme: But expreſly 
taught, on the contrary; that the original abſtra& 
Subſtance was ſubje& to God's ; Power, and that the | 
Gods made out of it were dependent and inferior Deities. 
The Eternity of the fr/t Cauſe or the One God Su- 
preme, was (they thought) . of an higher Nature 
than any Thing cou'd:be that was begotten or deriv'ds 
It was an Eternity of a ſub/iting Perſon, without any 
Cauſe, or Origination, or Dependency ; it; was, being | 
perſonally. [dyimir@] unbegotten, and [arias xgeiTTwY 
* geo Bu res- ſuperior and prior to the having any 
Cauſe of Exiſtence. And they always plac d the 
Unity and Supremacy in the Self-Origination and In- 
dependency of the firſt * in one alone Author or 
Original of all * 2 

Tus 


* 
” 1 4 A a 18 2 i Eo 318 — 
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*I Wender hoe yon fell into the Imagination that there wat 
ro ſuch Word as de in uſe, fo early as the Time of 
Ignatius ; which Conceit you purſue from P. 2 36 to P. 261. 4d 
upon the Strength ef this Imagination, without any Autbority g 

of ee Baia or other Evidence whatſoever, you fancy all the old 
Books 


©. 
hd the antient Chiiftiin Writers who carried 
the Exiſtence. of the Son the ige, may be allow d 
to have aſſerted an eternal and conſubſtantial Genera- 
eon) yet, as in whatever Senſe they underſtood the 
Son to be eternal and conſubſtantial,” they always ex- 
preſly and invariably affirmid that his Generation 
ws by the MN of God, an that God was CH.] 
che Caiſe or Aurhor of his Exiſtence 3. ſo it is, I 
think, moſf unqueſtionably certain and evident, 
thue tho never infer'd from thence that he was 
equal to the One God and Further of all, ba is the 
Original Canfe of - his. Exifterice : Or that he was 
hiniſelf the: One God, or abſaluttly God Supreme, but 
on the contrary; they expreſs d conſtantly and uni- 
fornily his Subordination, Suljaction, Dependunce and 
Svfortority to the One God the Father in the ſtrong- 
eſt Terms poſſible; inſomuch that you your ſelf are 
force d do oven that the Father is pri mari hy, originally, 
— — a — 4 - — | 3 | „ 
Rooks of Heathens, | Jews, and Cbriſtiani, which now have A- 
vn, fhopld be read 4 : And yet you are forc'd to alloy 


ahat dyarmrO- expreſſes more properly and emphatically the unori- 
ginated, unbegotten, ſupreme God. And the Heathen Notion 
© of dye. 0:0}, eternal, uncreated Gods, deriv'd from and 
inferior 1 the unbegotten, underiv'd' God Supreme, reguir d the 
Uſe of the Word d'yirvnrC- to diflinguiſh the one unoriginated Su- 


| | free God, from the inferior dend heel, more than the Chri- 


ſtian Theology did : The antient Chriſtians never, that appears, 
applying the Word &yimTQ- to any other Perſon but the one God 
the Father. The Paſſage alledg'd * 5 out 7 N to the 


comfraryy in 1 think corrupt, ; : By 
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„ 
iminently, and emphatically' the One God j; Nö 
in Order of Derivation, Office,” and Miſſtoni ed this 
Son; who in his higheſt" Capacity by the Father's 
voluntary Appointment, was his Angel, miniſter dito 
and obey'd his Will and Commands. And partir 
cularly in Point of Monſbip you fo far acknowledge 
the Superiority of the Father, as to ſay, Serond De- 
fenſe, Page 400. Prayer. in the: moſt proper Senſe, is td 


le underſtood of Prayer: divefted immediately. tothe Fun 


ther. One Part of Divine Wonſbip aall d Prayer, 
is moſt properly and emphatically Prayer, when diretted 
to the firft Perſon of ' the God bead. Prqer rhem 
properly or emphatically ſpeaking, is praying ta the Far: 
ther, 70 whom all Prayer Primarily belbngs. 5:12 no 


The Reaſon) of which Superiority in the Father; 


and Subordination in the- Son (notwithſtanding, the. 
Eternity and Conſulſtanti ality of the Son): was, by 


the Antients, founded in the Father's not being 


only eternal, but being eternal Ard x os, eyeriſes] ab- 


ſolutely, without any Cauſe or Original of his Ex- 


iſtence, auoriginateſy; and being, of #umderiv'd and 


independent Power and Dominion; holding of none, 


receiving of none; whilſt the Son had Nothing of 


27 nothing Originally his oun; but deriv? d. 


and receiv'd his Exiſtence, and all his Powers, by 
the Will of the Father, as. the Cauſe of his Ex- 
iſtence. In this ſe/j-origination, and underiv'd; inde- 
pendent, Power and Dominion of the Father alone, 
the Antients plac'd the Unity and Suprefracy of God; 


25 all nts who knen wy 7 Thing of Antiquity. 


n Sothat the (rd d, and ie) e, Exiſting; always, 

und pro Duration (which iss the literal Inter- 
pretation of the Expreſſions (of the Eternity of the 
Son] how high. ſoever it was carried or aſſerted; 
was never thought to be equal to, or commenſurate 


hes : oy * unorig inated Exiſtence and 
3 Dura- 
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* The tevo antient Wiiters, Alexander of Alexandria, and the 
moſt learned Euſebius of Czſarea; who cannot be deny d is carry the 
| Notion of the Sox's Eternity as bigb al any of the Antients whaiſe> 
ever, the one fliling his Generation [#rdgy01]' begitiningleſs, the 
-othbery. 1 11 eternal, Ware an =y EY on * 


The former FRY Mi 715 * 44 4 S yotety & en . 
Cartlei + —— 30e 78 75 li, ifs 73 ad, d 72 e ai dy Tay 
Jer tr TG &ferriſee. Let no one underſtand the Expreſſion; Ex- 
iſting always, to come up to being Unbegotten.— For nei- 
ther the Word, wat, or always, ot before the Ages, is the ſame 
as wig ben Alex. Alex. Hiſt. apud Theodorefl: ! 

. \ The latter ſays; uy yervnlor, A Xeprots li 1c d Gs 
Sree dd idle tyeſeila. dh ond: Reiter ala lo dl x 
Serbila 99 To det ws yay SrammavTds TuvinTa, x) uk iner 
ovTa, vdr 5 X Aſeyiru Taos. — ors xdy]oy alwyey, 
a & vt Teſs drexgdos Y dera Birks T6 x; df 
2£012/4500y. The Son was begotten, not as if he was at any 
Time not exiſting, and was afterwards begotten: But exiſting 
before all Ages, and being pre-exiftent, and exiſting. always 
as a Son with the Fa ther; but not being unbegotton, but begot- 
ten of the unbegotten Father: Having his Subſiſtence by the inef- 
fable and incomprehenſible Mil and Power of the Father before- 
all Ages. Dem. Hoang. lib. 4. c. 3. And as being begetten of 
the Father by bis Power and Will, the ſame Author ſays, he wa 

: | I 2 poſterior 


4 p p * — . . E g 4g 2 2 r 1 
* — — - 1 2 — 8 43 _—_— - at — 
. N - " 2 1 3 N "2 # * 8 a» 
X . PU uy 6E 2 ee IIS 1 77 
1 2 he +" "ry " 2 tus ad 7 2 
n 1 


= Duration of God the Father: So long as the Son 
HB ture, without any Original, or Cauſe of his Ex- 
; l iſtence, he could not, in their Opinion, be equal 
_ . poſterior to the Father. His Words are; L 5 re S Tdeyo 
=_ . | 77 dA ariouws durd acoiokrnzer, J phros dſierros | Lb», © 
= 18 nal ia ria, & agd res os Tere, + T5 ts 7 cd: 
| | ew; diTiog. —— ò 5 ws A dri yiſoros ide, Nrreesc d ĩcu-· 
K g Ao y3; xa9;5nxs. But the Father exiſts before the Son; and ſub- 
a ſiſted before his Generation; as being alone uneriginalad +. And 
: if he is perfect God of himſelf, and firſt, as being Father, and 
2 i Cauſe of the Exiſtence of the Son; but the San, as be- 
= 4 ing deriv 'd om: a Cauſe, is . after 8 whoſe * hs It 
_ id. ö | 
1 j | In your Second Defenſe, Eighth Query, in avkich * ins 
4 . portant Part of the Controt erſy is conſider d, you pretend to anfuuæ 
5 j | all the Arguments. which your dduerſaries had brought from the An 
= tients, to ſbow their Senſe, that the Son was not neceſſarily Ex- 
# iſtent, from their conſtantly aſſerting bis Generation to be by the 
4 Will of the Father ; I ſay, you pretend to anfwer them by ſaying, 
That notwithſtanding they thought the Son to be neceffsrily 
Exiſtent, as well as the Father, though they never ſo expreſs 
themſelves, becauſe they never fay the Father exiſted by Neceſſity 
of Nature, any more than the Son, but the contrary, Page 251. 
But in Defenſe of this extraordinary Aſertion, | what do you ? You 
do not bring ſo much as one Paſſage of any one antient Chriftian 
Writer whatſoever, denying God the Father to exiſt by Neceſlity 
of Nature; or affirming him to exift Lau, Br, Oeaioth 
Ben parrty Sc.] by his Will: But you have {pardon my Freedom) 
« very filly and 'trifling Detail, not one Syllakle to the 'Purpoſd, 
about another kind of Neceſſity valkd of in the Pagan Theology. 
Tos * in ſome Pla toniſts arguing againſt God"; being _— to 
Ne- 


[SJ] | 

Sade Packer, or be the ou Supreme Gd: And i | 
long as his being Cunſalſtamti al was ſtiil being nat 

of himſelf, underiv d, and independent; but of the Ru. 
a, by his Wil; this they never thought to infer 
ans va ů —%Ü—ßM! any 


Nes hey; and 8977 exiting by Nexaſfty n bis will; 
hich is 4 Neceſſity which the Epicyreans beld, and qpbich the 
Ports bad talk'd of, apd the. Valgar thengs vecein'd the Notion of it 
40 being the Mother of the Coda, 16 whan all the poetica] Sy tous 
15 were made ſubjeqt, By <phich Neceſſty, after all, the 
vets themſelves (though the Vulgar were miſled by, them) very fre- 
alis cheaut mo more [except thoſe of the Epicurean Set] then that 
the Di ſecupdi & medioxumi) inferior, mediatorial- Gods, 
were ſubje# to the determinate Will and Decree (call'd Fate) f 
the one Suprems God; obich was the true Platonic Notion, See 
Chalcid, in Plat, Tim, P. 334» 335» 343 · Fare eiu and 
Weceſity [draly1u1] in tbe Platonic Philoſophy, «vere ſo far ſram 
. being thought to be ſupetiot to God, that they were declared to be 
| ſubject to him. Plotacch. (de Fato, Tas. 568.] ſays [6paguuy 
Ki dla baxeY dv OVLT ACE d x40 jeu v1] Fate, which 
has a ſubſtantial Exiſtence Cin Diſfinction to the. Laws of Provi- 
denge, call'd alſo Fate] ſeems to be nothing elſe but the uni- 
vorſal Soul of the World: Thus alſo Chalcidius deſcribes FA 
Com. in Plat, Tim. P. 333, 335» And this univerſal Soul, as 
Plutarch obſerves (de Anim. procreat. P. 1014.) Plato fitd | 
[$1444] Neceſlity ; and ſuppor'd it to be ſubje&. 1 God, and 10 
be the [70 Vvaoxeijpuerey] the Kubject or Subſtratum, the Original ab- 
frat Subſtance which God firſt ſorm d into the Soul of the World, 
and then foum d out of it all intelligent and rational Beings : And is 
mn ir i Neceſſity, 4s being neceſſary for the Formation of all 
Ec rational Beings : Fuſt as in like manner Plato thought the Lo Au] 
Original, abſtra# materia) Subſtance, neceſſary for the Formation 
f — Beingt, and ſo fil'd that Neceſſity alſo ; Neceſſita- 
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ty belongs to theſe Things which are poſterior 1 to 


[79 ] 
an any Supremacy in the Son; but to be conſiſtent dvicli 
all the n  Subdrditarion and Tara 
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tem porto nunc c appellat gal- — ex x qua eſt rerum uni ver- 
fitas : : Again ; i Nebeſlitatem propterea WY — 'necef e fu- 
erat adſcifei eam ob ſubſtantiam corporaltin. | "Chalad. in "Pie. 
Tim. P. 3775 378. Plotinus alſo [Ennead,” 6. P. 742, 1430 
lam, T hat God ewhont be files [Tbs ae the firtt Cauſe, does 
net exiſt Lt e&rdyxig) from Neceſlity, ns the Cau le of bis Ex- 
iſemee, as the Epic curea ans, againſt whom he is arguing, led: 


Jus he adds; [ey 38 Tots k roHEoie Th CLE Tn 2 Neceſſi- 
d the pit Cauſe, 


And in Oppoſftt tion 10 the Epicutean Neceſſity, which ercladed 45 an 
La Original, firſt Cauſe of all T Dings, and made neceſſarily 
Exiffent Atoms the Original produtive Cauſe of every Thin mg, ev 
of Gal himſelf ; he frequently aſſerts, thay God is what he will 
to be; being neither what he was, by Chance, nor product out 


of neceſſarily Exiſtent Atoms without bis Will, as the Epicure 1 


beld, yer Plotinus plainly ſupbos d. that the lag] God, the firſt 


Cauſe, did exiſt by an internal Neceſſity of Nature, by ſaying, 


that be was [Tap Zu7z] of or from himſelf, I. e. ſelf-eviſtent '; : 
that he WAS, as be there adds, [#79 T 2 mt, and 8 reg Teil 


_ what he ought _ muſt be : And 12 5 after be ſays, the firſt 


Cauſe [2x ay nere bn, 4 Cuts d yd un 707 dA 
A gens Y vb is not ſubject to Nece ſity, but is bimſelf that 
Neceſſity (or neceſſ arily Exiſtent Being) who gives Laus to all 
other Beings. 

| Secondly, In the stoic Philoſophy al, that Neceſfiry to which 
alt 'the Gods were thought to be ſutje# , and dependent upon, vas in 
reality no other than the one neceſſarily Exiſtent, Unbegotten, 
Supreme God hinaſels, whom they Ang: call'd Neceſſity. 
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Hr, ' Second; Foryou to deduce from the an 
ant Expreſſions of the Erernity. and 'Conſubtantiality 
efetlie Son, Iirferenres which you may think will 
V.. ⁵ͤͤn— On 
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nos I Heng d ao PRs 

Tus Plutarch ebſerges concerning the Sie Nation e 

Neceſſity and. Mind, (aya3 x; vis ig Suinν,i¹ud 14. 

Tay Suva]. Neceflity..ond Mind 11 tie Lintelligeml Power 
ich pervades the, Uuzverſe Pſycog. P. 1026. 4 — 
2 tbat they call d God, Fatum & Neceſſitatem rerum, F 
1 Neceſſity, Apol. d. 21 which bows. their. Notion, that. pw 
A exift. by. Neceſſity of Nature; and alſo, what m meant by. 
Neceſſity being /6id50:bthe Mother of the Fates, and the. ft 
among. the Deities: avbich you ſeem not at all to underſtand. 
Bur they were nover iſo. abſurd at to think (4s you- repreſent them, 
was: ſubject. And that. Vang which ( han ub we) Plato calls. 
Neceſſity, was not by him ſuppos d to be Superior to Godz, ht thb 
inferior and ſubje& to him 3: and, indeed, was. plainly nothing, bus: 
4 Original Matter out of which all Thivgs were form d; and, 
call d Neceſſity, as. being of a paſſive Nature, and neceſſaty to; 
the, Formation of corjoreal Things. Therefore what you mean by. 
that Obſervation, is bard to know. T be. Platonics, Stoics, and: 
all Chriſtian Writers, always ſuppos d the one Supreme God to exifl 
by,Neceſlity. of Nature; and this neceſſary Exiſtence they flrongs. 


» — 


; 4 


2 and clearly expreſs d. by ſaying, he cuas La ſevruros] unbegotten, 
and had no Cauſe of Exiſtence, <vhich is the very Thing eobich wa, 


now, mean, and i expreſs, by exifting , by Neceſlity « of Nature : And, | 
though the Stoics, and Platonics, were ſo weak as to imagine | 


the Subſtance of thiinferior, generated Deities, to be neceſſari- 
Iy exiſtent, yet they were not fo* weak as to ſay at the ſame 
(Time, that it exiſted _ by the Will of God : And there-. 
fore, much leſs can any reaſonable Man think that the antient chi- 


. Writers [obeſe Philoſophy was much iinprov'd by Revelation] 
would 


Notion ef the nec ty Ex iſtence of nb Sony and the Poſt Nacenes 


1721 


follow from theſe Terme, as-now underſtood upD¹ 


8 - . 


evould conflantly declare the Generation, the higheſt Generation 


(as you 0x9) of ib Sen, which they eve» ſpeak of, to be by % Will 
of God, by the Will of the Father, if they had N bm neee. 


I Exiſtent. Do they ever ſay any ſuih Thing of the Futur? 


Thi, indied, woul lö to your Purpoſe. Or; do they c ſay tht 


Son bat no Cauſe f bis Triſente, al they renflantly affiym of the. 
Pather ? This woe l 0 ver Purpoſa.: What further; I b 


eyed 411 Din Laus which you dade n d 4 a6 alt} 
Gnioe; xe.) by the Will of be Faker, thinned deny h . . 


neceſſarily Esiſtent, i; b Arhanafius, ebs rf rod 


aſter him, vonſt on deny-thas be Was begonem C Bun, hexe Hol te. 


Language of the Chuveh; if is was nov to ſpew" their Senſe, that if 
the Generation c [45 the Amtienty expreſs dit] by the witty the: 
Father; the Son conld not be neceſſarily Bxiſtent, as ther ne 
Docrrine fippor d? And therefore they underſtood, that Generation 
by the Will of the Father, meam, by the Futhe?s Free Will ab 


voluntary Ageney. Befider, you never conſider the plain' Aufi. 


ty of ſafyoſirig 4 neceſſarily Exiſtent Perſon bring (as you allow), 


evith reſpett to de OEconomy of Creation, Miffion, Incarnation 
Ec.) ſubjet? to the Will and Commands of another Perſon ; or, ta 
be in any Senſe generated by the arbitrary Will and Appoidtinent 
of God the Father. Laftly, Another T. bing which cuts off all Pre. 
renſes of the Antients having taken any Notice of any por, er 
higher Generation, ban that iy e Will of God, ir, bat they al- 
ways ſuppos'd by this voluntary Generation, the Father to bs the 
Cauſe of the __— of the Son. 


— 


Prinsiples of modern Philoſophy, (hen the Auen 


by the Will of the Farber. ty did they depart from: the anden | 


che 
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the Words. as then underſtood, or upon the Priri- 
piples of antient Philoſophy) is very unfair and de- 


ceitful: It is putting a ne Senſe upon old Words, 


and then pretending .to prove this zew Senſe from 
the o Words, though they were declar'd to have, 
and to. be uiderftood i in à different Senſe. 

Some Antients thought the Son might be eternally 


begotten by the Will of the Father; you lay hold of 


the Expreſſion of Eternity, and infer from it, in di- 
teſt Contradiction to their Senſe, upon Principles 
of modern Philoſophy, that the Son is not begotten 
by the Will of the Father, but is neceſſari Exiſting 


which they would. have ſtil'd being Unbegotten ; and 
then you pretend this to be their Senſe, which 


they would have condemn' d for en, and 
Impiety. 2 

So again, ſome Antients expreſs? d their Notion of 
the Generation of the Son, as if he was Conſub}tantial, 


or begotten from the Subſtance of the Father ; but : 


Kill they declar'd his Generation to be by the Mil 
of the Father, and a voluntary Thing: That ſtill 
the Father alone was the One God, alone Supreme; 
and they never thought that it follow'd from, the 
I Conſubſtantial Generation, that the Son was equally 
Supreme God, God in the ſanie, in as high; in a ch- 
ordinate Senſe with the Father + You lay hold of 
this Word alſo, and thence infer from moderri Me- 
taphyſics (which they knew nothing of) that che 
Son is the Jame Subſtance, and ſame God with the 
Father: ; | equally Supreme 2 


* 2 4 4 


Independent God; and | 
5 ins 
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4 4 —_— 4 
—_ | inſiſt that this was the Senſe of thoſe Antients; in 
=_ | = Point blank Contradiction to their whole Wri- 
_ rings. 


And when your whole Books written on the Sub- 
ject are carefully conſider d, they will be found to 
| conſiſt of nothing but an 1 Management of the 
= | tree ambiguous Terms [ Eternity, Conſubſtantiality, and 
= Creature] treated of in theſe Papers, and the frequent 
Abuſe of the Word Subordination or Order. The 
# two former Terms with you always ſtand for Premi- 
ſes to prove what Concluſion you pleaſe from them: 
If you can but ſay the Son is Eternal and Conſubſtan- 
[i tial, you can preſently, you think, infer without 
any more to do, that he is neceſſarily Exiſtent, and 
Supreme God ; that he is equal to the Father in Na- 
ture and all Perfections, the fame Nature, ſane Sub- 
ftance, ſame God, with the Father. 
Secondly, If you are pinch'd with the voluntary 
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Generation of the Son, and unoriginated Exiſtence of 
| | the Father; yet theſe two Terms will fave all; the 
'$ Generation is then only an eternal Re. ce or Relati- 
ö *. on to a Head, Root, or Fountain ; anc you tare not 
a | how little your Reader thinks of God as being the 
1 Father and Canſe of the Son's Exiſtence: And 
wt though the Subſtarce of the Son is originated, yet Uni- 
4 | % on can make it the ſame Subſtance, both in Kind and 
3 Nunber, with the „ Subſtance of the Fa- 
ther. a 


| Ti hirdh, If you are preſs 'd with the Doarine of 


| the Antients, that the Father is the fixſt and Su- 
preme 


\ 


preme God, and as ſack, the . primary and ul- 
fimate Object of Worſhip; ; that he-is greater, more 
powerful, and more excellent, than the ird or 
Son; in Dignity, Glory, n Authority, P ower and God- 
bead; and, that the Son is Second, [nferior, and De- 
pendent in Nature and all Perfeftions ; that he is wor- 
ſhip'd only in the Second Place, by God's expreſs 
Will and Appointment, as being God's Angel, and 
repreſenting his Perſon ;, as our High-Prieſt and M- 
diator; and, finally, to the Glory of God the Father; 
and that he always acted miniſterialy to the Will 
and Commands of the Father; all the higheſt and 
ſtrongeſt Expreſſions of the real Supremacy of the 
Father, and of the Subordination and Subjection of 
the Son to him, are anſwer d in one Word, name- 
ly, that all means no more, than that the Father is 
Supreme i in Order, as being the Head, Root, and Hun- 
tain, of the Deity: The Son being, nevertheleſs, 
 peceſſarily Exiſtent, and Onſubſtantial; and ſo, equal 
in Nature, and all eſſential Perfections, with the 
Father; and that the Father has nothing which 
the Son has not, except Self-exiftence, and that, you 
ſay, 1$noP erſeBtion, but a mere Made of Exiſtence. 
. Frurthly, If your Adverſaries are not ſa- 
d with this, and think, that the Expreſſions 
| of the Antients mean a great deal more than mere 
Order, which you explain away into a mere Order 
of Conception and Words; and if they endeavour to 
| ſhew the Impoſſibility of your Notion being true, 
and its abſolute Inconſiftency with the whole Tex 
K A nor 


„ 
nor of Scripture and Antiquity; then you nnans 
ſwerably maintain your own Notion, and confuto 
theirs by telling them, that if what you hold is not 
true, or, if what they hold is true, then it follows 
[not that what you argue for, is true, or what 
they argue for, is falſe; but it follows} that Chriſt 
the Son of God is a Creature, and they are Arians, 
&c. and ſo there is an End of the. Controverſy: 
This, indeed, is the Sum of your whole Writings; 
the whole Fabric of your Scheme is built on this 


Foundation; and whether it be a Foundation of 


Rock or Sand, the Reader muſt Judge from the pre: 
ceding Obſervations. | | | 25 


1 conclude ; ; as it is, T think, W 12 derident 
that the Erernity and Conſubſtantiality of the Son, let 
them mean what they' will, if they do not mean that 
he is uecefſarily Exiftent, i i. e. exits by Neceſſity of Na- 
ture without any Cauſe of his Exiſtenee, but that 
he exiſts by the Power and Will of the Father, are 
of no moment in the preſent Contreverſy: And 


that your Adverſaries may admit any Notion of 


the Eternity of the Son, which is conſiſtent with his 
Generation, and does not imply, or infer, his being 
Unbegotten. 80 likewiſe, it you could { ſhow-from 
any Principles of Reaſon, or true Philoſophy; that 


it is in the Nature of Things poſſible for a deriv'd 


or originated Being to be Conſubſtantia with God; 
i. e. for an originated Subſtance to be of the ſome. 


Kind with an unoriginated Subſtance, your Adver- 
faries, | 


I 771 f 


dees, for ought I can ſee, may let the * Gf” 
| ami ality paſs as a mere ſpeculatiye Opinion and“ 


the main Points of the Controverſy will ſtill 3 
Intire # And it will ftill be clear, evident, an 


and de-: 
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— is even ts be axgoBd from you ow ths Head; 
and your Notion of the Conſubſtantiality is fo confus'd, and you are 
fo bewildered in your Account of it, that it is plain, you know not at 


All ephat you mean, or won d ſay, eben you 41k about it. | 


Individual Conſubſtantiality, & ſame 'Subftance in Number 
expreſs'd by raurec eO, was always efteem'd by the Athanaſians 
themſelves to be Sabellian, and you cannot deny it : And Specific 
Conſubſtantiality, or (which you allow to be the Senſe of the Ni- 
cenes) ſame Subſtance in kind, ir, you own, if ſtrictly taken, 
making the Father and Son, t wo Gods: Neither} of theſe Conſub- 
ſtantialities therefore diſtinctly, will do you any Service 3 (and 2 
Medium you cannot. find, and, indeed, is not in Nature) and yet 


both the Conſubſtantialities Ethough oppoſite and contradiffory to, 
each other] are ſo neceſſary to your Hypotheſis, that if the Perſons 


are not ſpecifically Conſubſtantial, or of the ſame kind ef Sub- 
ſtance, they cannot be, with you, diſtinQ Perſons, and ſtrictly Die 
vine; and again, if they are not individually Conſubſtantial, or 
the ſame Subſtance in Number, bey cannot, in your Senſe, be one 
God. Theſe two Ends of a ContradiQiion you are to bring en 
and find out a Way to make the Perſons to be Conſubſtantial, br tha 


_ ſame Subſtance both in Kind and Number too, or your Scheme is 


rain d. Ton therefore inſiſt upon a-cloſe and inſeparable Union of 
bubſtance and Perſon ; and by reaſon of this, you ſay, Second 
Defenſe, Page 394. they are the ſame in Kind — and they 
are alſo the ſame in Number; and thus you think you get cleav of 


both Extremes, of Sabellianiſm and Tritheiſm, by joining ibm 


— 42 manner; you ge 


clear 


* 
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aonſtrãtive, that the one God and Futber of all, 5 | 


PAs above all, and of whom are all Things, is, and muft 
880 alone Supreme and Independent ; and the Son Sub- 
- | ordinate 
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char of Tritheiſm by profeſing Sabellianiſm; and, you get clear 
of Sabellianiſm by profeſing Tritheiſm ; you get clear of 1 by 
ro profeſſing both, For you ave to ſbew, | 

Firſt, That two Subſtances, i. e. the diftin® aching Suſan of 

Father and Son, by being anited, do not ſtill remain each a diftin& 

( thongh undivided) acting Subſtance, i. e. o diftin® (though un- 

divided) Subſtances, two Agents ; Which I have prov'd it . 

for you to ſhow. 

' Secondly, You are to ſpew, T bat the acting Subſtance of Fathen 

and Son being diftin&, and two diſtinũ Agents, and each invefted 

«ith co-ordinate, ſupreme Perfe#ions, are not two co-ordinate, 

ſupreme Gods; Which I have demonſtrated they muſt be. 1 
Thirdly, You are to ſhew, I hat the Uniou of ating Subſtance, | 

j. e. Perſon (as you define it) make one Subſtance in Number, 
and yet not one Perſon ; The Suppoſition of which I bave provell to 

be a direct and evident Contradidion. This being fo, therefore, + 

Fourthly, I would know, why the Notion of two Perſons (nos 

Conſubſtantial) inſeparably united, does not as well, or better, ſe 

cure the Unity; becauſe this is evidently not Sabellianiſm ; neither 

ic it Tritheiſm or Ditheiſm, hecauſe the Perſons ars not ſuppos d to 

be co ordinate, er equally ſupreme in Nature and Perfeions 

| Or, | : | CRIT 
Fifthly, Why might not the Son proceed, or be deriv'd, as Light 
| from Light, without being the Subſtance of the Father, [as the 
- Nicenes fuppos d him nos to be] as one Light communicates Light 
to another without Diviſion, without making the deriv'd Light 

| either part or the Whole of it ſelf, or as great as it ſelf ? This laſt 
feenrs ro be the moſt rational Notion, and 10 be the Senſe of the Ni- 
eene Council; and as no Co- equality can rightly be inferr d frem 
| it, 


—— 
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ordinate to him, in Authority, Dominion and Wor- 
hip; in which alone the Unity of God, and the Chris 
ſtian Faith and Practice, is properly concern'd. 


C At . 


8 


* Lid — — 


2 


* /o ths Conſubſtantiality deduc d frem this Similitudy, ought 
wot to be too rigorouſly underſtood : And the Council of Nice [if we 
may believe Euſebius, who was there, and ſubſcrib'd to it, after 4 
large Explanation of the Senſe of the Conſubſtantiality, to which 
Explanation the Council agreed] meant no more by it, than to er- 
preſs very firongly the perfect Likeneſs of the Son to the Father, 
and their Senſe of hit being the Brightneſs of his Father's Gloty, 
and the expreſs Image of his Perfon, according ## Heb. x. 3. Ot. 
The Brightneſs of everlatting Light, according to Wil. 7. 26. 
Sixthly, and Laſtly, If you can conceive a Conſubſtantial 
Emanation, or Derivation at all [as the old Philoſophy tawgbt to bs 
 betwixt God and all rational Agents] it is ſurely as eaſy to conceive 
the Derivation f ſince it cannot be the Subſtance from which it is 
deriv'd] to be unequal and ſubordinate io it in Powers or Porfecłl- 
ons, as to be equal and co-ordinate : And the former Conception is 
neceſſary if the Derivation is by the Will of God; and alſo neceſſa · 
ty to avoid Tritheiſm. But as this is a Matter merely Philoſophi- 
cal and Speculative, I think it eſpecially moſt adviſeabls in you in- 
tirely to drop it; and to pretend to nothing, as being a Chriftias 
Doctrine, or a part of Faith or Worſhip, but what is clearly and ex- 
preſiy declar d to be ſo in the Scripture Revelation. For whilſt you 
wade out of your Depth, argue upon Imagination only, and talk 
© evithout Ideas, or any Connection of T hought, *tis eaſy for your Ad- 
verſaries (as you may now perceive) to drive you into a Thouſand 
' Inconſbſtencies, Abſurdities and Contradifions, out of which you will 
. wever be able to extricate your ſelf, er the Hypotheſis which you 
defend, | | * 
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age 21. line 11, read Principle. p. 28. I. 27, dele Being. o. 

55. J. 26. f. them r. hom. p · 56. L 10. f. their * 2 E 
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